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Abstract
This dissertation uses the constructivist grounded theory methods of Charmaz
(2011) to explore: 1) the unique characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration; 2)
implications for collaborative capacity building strategies; and 3) the relationship
between conflict, landscape-scale collaboration, and conflict resolution. The study was
conducted through the US Forest Service‘s Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration
Program (CFLRP). In the 1980s and 1990s, national forest management conflicts brought
the forest industry to a standstill, with many jobs lost. In addition, historic fire
suppression practices have made our national forests highly vulnerable to catastrophic
wildfire. Many have strong opinions about what should be done and how. The proposed
substantive theory suggests landscape-scale collaboration can serve as a conflict
prevention, problem solving, or conflict resolution venue and offer opportunities for
remarkable efficiencies in forest restoration as well as profoundly restorative
transformation in ecological, social, economic, personal, and spiritual dimensions. It
identifies unique characteristics of collaboration at this scale; suggests that realizing
benefits depends on collaborative capacities at the collaborator, constituent organization,
collaborative stakeholder group, and sponsoring organization levels, and on mastering
nine challenges; and suggests eight implications for collaborative capacity building
strategies. The study contributes to forest restoration, reduced loss of life and livelihood,
and economic recovery by contributing to CFLRP effectiveness. It contributes to the field
of conflict resolution by: illuminating the collaboration / conflict resolution relationship;
a particular application of collaboration; related sources of conflict; and conflict
resolution strategies. It advances new directions of study for conflict resolution
scholars—i.e., how to help agencies and groups strengthen their collaborative capacities.
x

Resources for Collaborative Capacity-Building Assistance
As is evidenced by the contents of this dissertation, the PI is passionate about
helping others build the capacity to collaborate effectively on natural resource
management challenges. She welcomes communication with agency personnel, project
leads, other stakeholders, and colleagues looking for collaborative capacity-building
assistance or just a collegial conversation. She can be reached at: Marcelle E. (―Marci‖)
DuPraw, PhD; marcidupraw@gmail.com; or 571-251-2721.
There are a myriad of public and private sector organizations that can provide
collaborative capacity-building assistance. Those mentioned here are either situated
within the US Forest Service, specifically focus on collaborative capacity-building, or are
in a position to connect those seeking help with assistance providers distributed over a
wide geographic area. These include:
 The US Forest Service National Partnership Office, http://www.fs.usda.gov/prc,
(800) 832-1355
 The US Forest Service Collaboration Cadre, Contact Sharon Timko at 202-2051140 or stimko@fs.fed.us or Rick Ullrich at 202-657-7634 or rullrich@fs.fed.us
 The US Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution, headquartered in Tucson,
AZ. (520) 901-8501, usiecr@ecr.gov, www.ecr.gov
 The Center for Collaborative Policy, headquartered at California State University,
Sacramento, CA, 9116-445-2079, www.csus.edu/ccp/
 The Policy Consensus Institute (PCI, 503-725-9079), National Policy Consensus
Center (NPCC, 503-725-9077), and the University Network for Collaborative
Governance (UNCG, Sarah Giles, sarah@policyconsensus.org), all headquartered
at Portland State University in Portland, OR. www.policyconsensus.org
xi

―What do people make of places? The question is as old as people and places
themselves, as old as human attachments to portions of the earth. As old, perhaps, as the
idea of home, of ―our territory‖ as opposed to ―their territory,‖ of entire regions and local
landscapes where groups of men and women have invested themselves (their thoughts,
their values, their collective sensibilities) and to which they feel they belong. The
question is as old as a strong sense of place – and the answer, if there is one, is every bit
as complex.‖

Keith H. Basso
Wisdom Sits In Places
(2000, p. xiii)

―Effective collaboration depends on praxis. That is, it depends on extended
practical experience deeply informed by theorizing and reflection. Those who engage in
collaboration build their capacity and intuition about how to proceed, while at the same
time building theory about when and how collaboration can work. Praxis is practice
interwoven with theory and theory informed by experience in the spirit of pragmatism.‖

Judith E.Innes and David E. Booher
Planning With Complexity: An Introduction
to Collaborative Rationality for Public
Policy
2010, p. 89)
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Statement of the Problem and Researcher’s Related Background
―Catastrophic wildfire‖ is on the rise in the Western United States, as evidenced
by the acceptance of that alarming phrase into the common lexicon. It is a frequent topic
of feature news articles, the subject of legislation, the focus of at least one national
commission, and even the subject of a popular movie this summer of 2014. As of 1999,
nearly 40 million acres of western national forest lands were considered to be at high risk
of catastrophic wildfire due to accumulated fuels; analysts at that time estimated that if
the situation were not turned around within 10-25 years (by 2009 to 2024), ―unstoppable
wildfires with severe immediate and long-term consequences (would) occur on an
unprecedented scale‖ (GAO, 1999, p. 22).
Both the number and size of wildfires are increasing, making such fires more
difficult and more expensive to control. Between 1984 and 1995, the average number of
fires that burned at least 1,000 acres of national forest land grew from 25 to 80; at the
same time, the total number of acres affected grew more than four-fold, from 164,000 to
765,000 acres (GAO, 1999, p. 29). The U.S. Forest Service‘s (USFS‘s) firefighting costs
increased by 150 percent between 1986 and 1994; in addition, its preparedness costs (the
costs associated with keeping equipment and workers ready to respond) increased by 72
percent between 1992 and 1997 (GAO, 1999, pp. 33-34).
Wildfires are threatening the ability of the Forest Service to manage the national
forests for the array of uses and long-term sustainability mandated by laws such as the
National Forest Management Act. In addition, such wildfires present a serious threat to
human communities in what is known as the ―wildland/urban interface‖ (WUI), where
population growth in the interior West is most concentrated due to human appreciation
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for the aesthetics and recreational opportunities associated with wildlands. Losses are felt
in the form of human lives and health, as well as property and infrastructure (GAO, 1999,
p. 22).
The primary cause of this problem lies in a century of fire suppression on our
public lands, which has resulted in a build-up of flammable underbrush and increased
forest density (Bowman et al., 2013, p. 67). However, as evidenced by the following
quote, scientists believe that climate change will seriously exacerbate catastrophic
wildfires. ―Climate change may already be causing unprecedented fire activity, and even
if current fires are within the historical range of variability, models predict that current
fire management problems will be compounded by more frequent extreme fire-conducive
weather conditions‖ (Fried et al., 2004, as cited in Bowman et al., 2013, p. 66).
Given the seriousness of this problem, the natural question is ―what can be done
about it?‖ There is growing acceptance of the need for urgent management interventions
such as prescribed burning and fuels reduction, but many want a say in what should be
done and how. In 2009, the US Forest Service launched the legislatively-created
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) ―to encourage the
collaborative, science-based ecosystem restoration of priority forest landscapes,‖ reduce
wildfire risk, and create jobs (US Forest Service, 2012). The research for this dissertation
was carried out in the context of the CFLRP.
Landscape-scale collaboration is a strategy to which US federal agencies in the
environmental and natural resource management arena have given increasing weight in
recent years. The trend toward expanded use of landscape-scale collaboration can be
attributed to three factors. The first has roots in the 1980s and 1990s, when national forest
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management conflicts were so intense that environmentalists‘ forest plan appeals and
litigation virtually brought the forest industry to a standstill. The economic impacts on
rural communities dependent on logging jobs were heavy. That era is now widely
referred to as ―the timber wars.‖ Collaborative dialogue offers a forum in which those
concerned about the environment and about economic development can engage in
meaningful discourse about how to manage a particular landscape‘s natural resources to
address both of these interests.
The second factor lies in the fact that, scientifically speaking, the shape of natural
resources such as forests and water bodies typically do not adhere to the boundaries of
political jurisdictions, but rather to ecological conditions. Without coordination across
jurisdictions, related policy and management problems languish or worsen because no
one entity has the authority to resolve them. Natural resource management strategies
selected by one landowner (e.g., a federal agency‘s wildfire prevention plan) often affect
conditions on adjacent lands owned by private individuals or other public sector entities,
and vice versa. This can lead to conflict and prevent either of the landowners from being
effective stewards of the lands for which they are responsible. For example, a 2011
wildfire on federal land invaded the Santa Clara Pueblo‘s watershed in New Mexico,
damaging the sacred site that the tribe holds to be its birthplace, and burning 20 square
miles of the tribe‘s forest lands (Banda, 2011, p. 2).
Third, the federal agencies charged with managing the nation‘s natural resources
have entered an era of fiscal austerity. The only possible way to effectively implement
their stewardship charges is to pool resources with other entities to accomplish shared
goals. These three drivers have resulted in a full-on drive for cross-sector collaboration.
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Proactive collaboration among stakeholders to achieve shared natural resource
management goals serves a conflict prevention function. If conflict does emerge, an
established collaborative process also can be readily used for a conflict resolution
function. When public sector decision-makers routinely use a collaborative approach to
determine how to resolve challenges, controversies, or outright conflicts over the best
way to manage the public resources under their stewardship, this has come to be called
―collaborative governance‖ (DuPraw, Brennan, & Placht, 2013, p. 229). This approach is
gaining widespread traction based largely on anecdotal evidence, but scholars are making
progress in establishing a foundation for more disciplined evaluation, as discussed in the
literature review section of this proposal.
As can be seen from the foregoing discussion and as will be discussed throughout
this dissertation, landscape-scale collaboration on forest resource management offers
many benefits. These include achieving more traction on preventing wildfires, creating
new jobs in rural communities, better achieving cross-jurisdictional resource management
goals through effective coordination, opportunities for conflict prevention and resolution,
and scarce resources leveraged to stretch them further. Therefore, in the absence of
collaboration, all of these benefits are foregone.
The same is true when collaboration is attempted but is ineffective; however, in
this case, the significant level of effort involved on the part of all concerned also carries
with it an opportunity cost. Participants could have been doing many other things with
the time invested, including pursuing other strategies to address the issues on the table.
Collaborative efforts and/or their results can be challenged in court, which then carries
with it the cost and stress associated with a defense. The resulting disappointment may
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well mean that participants will avoid collaborative problem-solving approaches in the
future and that is quite a loss in and of itself.
In order to optimize their use of landscape-scale natural resource management
strategies for advancing their respective missions, many participating organizations from
all sectors (including but not limited to federal, state, regional, and local agencies; tribes;
non-governmental organizations; business and industry) are interested in strengthening
their organizational capacities to collaborate with external parties. In recent years, the PI
has been providing facilitation and process support related to US Forest Service (USFS)
efforts to manage lands collaboratively at the landscape scale, as well as to foster the
Agency‘s collaborative capacity. The launch of CFLRP coincided with an agency-wide
focus on enhancing the USFS‘ capacity to collaborate with external stakeholders to
support the success of numerous strategic initiatives. The USFS developed and
implemented a near-term collaborative capacity building strategy from 2010 to 2011. The
PI is now assisting the agency in developing a longer-term and more comprehensive
collaborative capacity building strategy.
Thus, the PI‘s choice of this topic for her dissertation reflected long-term personal
and professional interests. She holds a Master‘s degree in Natural Resource Policy,
Economics, and Management, and has close to thirty years of experience as a full-time
mediator, facilitator, and collaboration specialist in the environmental and natural
resource management arena. She has engaged in hiking, camping, rock-climbing, and
mountain-climbing activities on national forest land all her life, and has worked as a
facilitator and trainer on numerous Forest Service-related projects.
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The PI‘s other past Forest Service-related projects of particular relevance to this
study include serving as a member of the facilitation team for the development of the
2012 Planning Rule and serving as the facilitator of the Federal Advisory Committee that
guided the launch of the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program. As will
become clear upon reading the remainder of this document, the Planning Rule is an
important point of reference for those seeking to understand the Forest Service‘s use of
collaboration. Because this study was carried out within the context of the CFLRP, the
PI‘s familiarity with the program and its participants eased her entry into the research
environment, enabled her to ―speak participants‘ language,‖ and enabled her to discern
nuances in the points made during interviews and focus groups.
Research Purpose
The PI studied the phenomenon of landscape-scale collaboration in the forest
management arena, and implications for participating organizations‘ collaborative
capacity building approaches. This study was intended to inform the USFS‘ long-term
collaborative capacity building strategies, as well as similar efforts by other organizations
that want to collaborate with the USFS on forest management. The USFS has funded
several work products that will help the agency integrate the results of this dissertation
into agency operations.
This also contributes to our understanding of the relationship between landscapescale collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution. The PI concludes with insights about
the potential for broader applications of this study, the implications of this study for the
theory and practice of conflict analysis and resolution, and follow-on studies that could
be beneficial.
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Research Questions
The PI sought to answer the following three research questions:
1. What is unique about collaborating at the landscape scale compared to other
geographic scales in the management of forest resources?
2. Based on the answer to Question 1, how can an organization that seeks to
employ landscape-scale collaboration as one strategy for implementing its
mission support the success of its personnel in collaborating on this scale
(e.g., organizational structure, procedures, policies, skills training, etc.)?
3. What is the relationship between landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and
conflict resolution?
At the outset of this study, the PI used the definition of ―landscape-scale‖
contained in the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Act of 2009, or ―CFLRA‖—
i.e., a geographic area of at least 50,000 acres (equivalent to an area 1.5 times as big as
the city of San Francisco). However, in order to answer Question 1, the PI also analyzed
the data collected to determine how informants defined ―landscape scale.‖ Related
findings can be found in the ―Results‖ chapter.
There are a multitude of definitions for ―collaboration‖ in the literature. For the
purposes of this study, the PI drew upon the definition offered by McKinney and Johnson
(2009) writing in the context of regional governance. They define collaboration as
convening ―the appropriate people with the best available information to address landrelated issues that cut across multiple jurisdictions, sectors, and disciplines‖ (p. 8).
The remainder of this dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 contains a
review of literature related to landscape-scale collaboration, including meanings of
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―landscape,‖ ―collaborative governance,‖ and ―collaborative capacity‖; landscape-scale
collaboration in various contexts; and previous research related to collaborative
governance. Chapter 3 describes the research methods used in this dissertation. Chapter 4
describes the research findings, and Chapter 5 discusses the meaning of those findings;
articulates and reflects upon the resulting substantive theory regarding capacity-building
strategies for landscape-scale collaboration; and discusses the implications of this study
for the field of conflict analysis and resolution, for policy, and for future research. A list
of abbreviations and a list of resources available for collaborative capacity-building help
follow the table of contents. A glossary follows the ―References‖ section. The appendices
contain documentation of the process followed to receive Institutional Review Board
approval of the research methodology used for this study, as well as documentation of the
methodological steps followed.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
There are widely differing perspectives on when and how qualitative researchers
should consult the literature as they carry out research projects (Hart, 2009, p. 1).
Chenail, Cooper, and Desir (2010) suggest that the primary functions of a literature
review in qualitative research are to: a) delineate the phenomenon being studied; b) frame
the research gap the author seeks to fill; c) help establish the rationale for the selected
research methodology; and d) provide a basis for comparing the research findings with
what was previously known and unknown about the subject (Chenail et al., 2010).
Consequently, the PI undertook the literature review for this study in two phases.
The PI undertook the first phase of the literature review—functions a) through c)
with an initial cut at d)—in the process of developing her dissertation proposal. She
carried out the second phase—a more extensive version of d)—following data analysis to
avoid biasing that analysis (Chenail et al., 2010), while still drawing upon the literature to
formulate conclusions about the implications of that analysis (Chenail et al., 2010). The
literature review that follows is organized into six sections—What Do We Mean By
―Landscape‖;

Relationship

Between

Collaboration

and

Conflict

Resolution;

Collaborative Governance; Collaborative Capacity; Landscape-Scale Collaboration on
Natural Resources Management; and Research That Would Be Helpful in Better
Understanding Collaborative Governance.
Relationship between Collaboration and Conflict Resolution
Folger, Poole, and Stutman (2001) discuss collaboration in the context of research
on organizational conflict and human relations (pp. 68-70). They describe the emergence
of theories of social conflict that sought to explain the variety of ways in which people
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handle conflict within organizations. This body of theory dealing with conflict styles
originated with Blake, Mouton, and Hall (as cited in Folger et al., 2001, pp. 68-69). They
developed a conflict style typology organized around two axes—assertiveness and
cooperativeness (Ruble & Thomas, as cited in Folger et al., 2001, p. 69). When arrayed
on a two-dimensional grid, these axes yield four fundamental styles of dealing with
conflict—collaborative, competitive, avoidance, and accommodative—and locate a fifth
(compromising) in the center of the grid.
The collaborative style is defined as ―high in both assertiveness and cooperation:
the person works to attain a solution that will meet the needs of both people. In this
orientation, full satisfaction for all is sought. It has also been called the ‗problem-solving‘
and the ‘integrative‘ style‖ (p. 69). Folger et al. point out that human relations scholars
made a clear value judgment that the collaborative style is the preferred one of the five
styles for resolving conflict, but argue that actually, each of the five styles is appropriate
under particular circumstances (2001, p. 70).
McKinney and Johnson (2009) discuss the importance—and difficulty—of
collaborating in the context of regional governance (pp. 36-38). They note that
transboundary collaboration makes sense when stakeholders recognize that they are likely
to be more successful at reaching their goals if they work together than separately. They
observe that on one level, it seems obvious that collaboration would be essential to
achieve regional goals; they reflect, however, on the challenges that impede
collaboration, such as stakeholders feeling more comfortable and/or already overextended with their individual jobs. They suggest that it requires one of three compelling
conditions to motivate collaborative action at the regional level: a crisis, a threat, or an
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opportunity (McKinney & Johnson, 2009). It seems reasonable to assume that either a
crisis or a threat may manifest as a conflict.
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) have written a comprehensive guide on the use of
collaboration in the natural resource management context; they devote a little over a page
specifically to dispute resolution (pp. 33-34). The authors define dispute resolution as the
―more formal use of collaborative problem-solving techniques in resolving specific
conflicts‖ (p. 33). They note that dispute resolution frequently involves the assistance of a
facilitator or mediator who supports participants in exploring mutually acceptable ways
to resolve their differences. They discuss successful examples at both the policy and sitespecific levels, and suggest that, ―All seek to mold the differences in perspectives and
interests held by numerous groups involved in an issue into a process of effective
decision-making‖ (p. 33). The authors explain that dispute resolution processes can be
thought of as ―adjuncts‖ to conventional public policy decision making processes; agency
decision-makers typically are informed (but not bound) by stakeholders‘ consensus
recommendations. DuPraw et al. (2013) note a recent trend in which non-governmental
organizations are initiating collaborative processes, not just public agencies (p. 233).
Mayer (2004) believes that conflict resolution practitioners have become too
accustomed to thinking of conflict resolution and collaboration as integral to one another.
He says, ―Conflict resolution is repeatedly discussed in terms of bringing different parties
together to air their concerns, discuss their differences, and seek out collaborative
solutions through dialogue and creative problem solving‖ (p. 31). Mayer argues that
conflict resolvers should expand their conception of their roles to embrace helping
stakeholders with non-collaborative approaches to conflict as well—i.e., ―ones that they
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hope will further their cause, achieve victory, and give them the chance to be heard in a
powerful and decisive way‖ (p. 31). Relatedly, Mayer reminds us of the negative
connotation of the term ―collaboration‖ in the Nazi era—i.e., those who assisted the
Nazis—and notes that it remains a negative term in parts of Europe. He observes that
some people interpret collaboration to imply they will have to compromise their core
values or cooperate with malevolent forces (p. 31).
What Do We Mean By “Landscape?”
There is significant literature that seeks to elucidate the concept of a ―landscape.‖
Some writers come at it from the closely-related ecological and geographic perspectives,
while others come at it from the perspectives of social science, archaeology,
anthropology, and aesthetics. For purposes of this dissertation, I will focus on literature
from the ecological and geographic realms.
Millard et al. (2012) describe the process used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) in 2009 to map out a broadly-supported geographic framework to use
in fostering landscape-scale conservation in the U.S. They point out that the effects of
human-induced stressors such as climate change cut across geopolitical jurisdictions.
Consequently, there was a widely-perceived need for a ―spatial template‖ to use in
organizing and deploying conservation capacity to deal with such large-scale, complex
challenges (Millard, 2012, p. 175). Participants in the effort to develop this geographic
framework were scientists from the USFWS and from the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) and other conservation professionals. They drew upon the techniques of ―rapid
prototyping‖ and ―expert elicitation‖ to develop the framework (p. 175). The resulting
map primarily reflects the synthesis of three pre-existing frameworks—Bird
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Conservation Regions, Freshwater Ecoregions, and USFS hydrologic unit codes. This
framework is being used as the foundation for the new Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives network being organized by the U.S. Department of Interior.
Levin (1992, p. 1943) tackles a topic that some consider to be the ―central
problem in ecology‖—the choice of scale at which an observer views an ecosystem,
given the influence of this choice on the patterns he or she will be able to discern. He
points out that many practical challenges (e.g., climate change predictions) require
integration of phenomena and data from a range of scales with respect to time, space, and
ecological unit. He notes that there is no one scale at which ecological phenomena are
supposed to be studied, and that ecological systems usually reflect ―characteristic
variability‖ at multiple scales (p. 1943).
Levin asserts, however, that the observer‘s selection of a particular scale
inevitably reflects some degree of bias in his or her perceptions. He suggests that this
―bias‖ issue is significant in two important ways (1992, p. 1943). First, it is significant to
the scholar‘s choice of scales to investigate because patterns associated with one scale are
likely to have different causes and consequences than patterns associated with another
scale. Second, Levin suggests that the bias issue has evolutionary significance since, in a
sense, each organism can be thought of as an observer; he notes that evolutionary
adaptations (e.g., changes in dormancy or dispersal patterns) can change the scale at
which an organism perceives its environment and thus, the variability it observes therein.
Levin suggests that, in order to more accurately understand and predict changes,
we need to illuminate the mechanisms that drive the patterns we observe. He asserts that
our ability to gain that deeper understanding is complicated by the likelihood that those
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underlying mechanisms may be operating on a different scale than that of the observed
patterns. Thus, Levin calls for focused study of the ways in which patterns change
depending on the scale of observation; he recommends using such studies as the basis for
developing principles describing the phenomena of aggregation, simplification, and
scaling. This article sheds light on the ecological determinants of the boundary of a
―landscape.‖ While it is targeted more at ecologists than sociologists, it illuminates
fundamental scientific challenges that are likely to operate in many landscape-scale
collaboration processes.
López-Hoffman, Varady, Flessa, and Balvanera (2010) point out that, when
adjacent countries share ecosystems and species, they are also likely to share important
ecosystem services. The concept of ecosystem services offers a bridge between Levin‘s
ecological perspective on scale issues and human considerations; this concept refers to
the functional values that humans derive from natural resources. The authors assert that
there is an urgent need for strategies to manage shared ecosystem services. They suggest
that the concept of ecosystem services holds promise as a central organizing theme for
trans-boundary conservation initiatives because it includes a range of parties, defines
conservation in terms of mutual interests, and offers a way of linking and/or trading off
between services.
Cash and Moser (2000) discuss the challenges of integrating science and policy to
effectively address environmental problems that have components at multiple scales, and
then provide recommendations for how to do this better. An example is climate change,
which has both local and global components. Three key challenges include: 1) matching
the scale of the management system to the scale of the biogeophysical basis of the
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problem; 2) matching the scale of the problem assessment and of the management
response; and 3) adequately accounting for interactions where dynamics occurring at one
scale affect those occurring at another scale (Cash & Moser, 2000, pp. 113, 118). To
better address these challenges, the authors recommend making more extensive use of
―boundary organizations‖ that provide forums for communication and interaction
between scientists and managers. Further, they recommend consciously leveraging the
particular ―scale-dependent comparative advantages‖ of various institutions, technical
experts, and resources—in other words, using each at the scale where it is most effective.
Finally, they recommend using an adaptive management approach to learn how to better
integrate assessment and management at appropriate scales—i.e., ―constructing longterm, iterative, experiment(s)…‖ in this area (Cash & Moser, 2000, pp. 109, 114-118).
What Do We Mean By “Collaborative Governance”?1
What Is Collaborative Governance? There are multiple streams of literature on
the subject of collaborative governance. Perhaps most fundamental is scientific literature
on evolutionary drivers for cooperative behavior. For example, Nowak (2012) explains
why cooperation is part of our evolutionary process. The author describes five
evolutionary mechanisms—direct reciprocity, spatial selection, genetic or kin selection,
indirect reciprocity, and selfless acts for the greater good—as governing whether or not
people will help in a given situation. According to Nowak, indirect reciprocity is the top
reason people help another. Indirect reciprocity is where one person decides to help
another person based upon the reputation of the person in need. In reviewing evolutionary

1

Includes related terms, ―regional collaboration,‖ ―networked governance,‖ and ―complex problems.‖
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simulation models, the author concludes that policymakers should use the importance of
reputation as a means of encouraging cooperation in solving complex challenges.
McKinney and Johnson (2009) write about collaborative governance in the
context of regional governance. They assert that regional collaboration should be seen as
a way to achieve vitally important goals such as a healthy environment, economy, and
community, and not ―just a process‖ (McKinney & Johnson, 2009, pp. 141-142). Scholz
and Stiftel (2005) write about collaborative governance in terms of ―adaptive
governance,‖ which they define as ―a new generation of governance institutions for
resolving collective action problems that occur between different types of resource users‖
(p. 1). Further, they describe adaptive governance institutions as those ―that can both
preserve the strengths of existing specialized authorities to exploit natural resources and
explore alternatives in order to ensure the sustainability of both human and natural
systems‖ (Scholz & Stiftel, 2005, p. vii).
Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh (2012) seek to develop an integrative framework
that can be used by scholars and practitioners to research, practice, and evaluate
collaborative governance. The authors define collaborative governance as ―the processes
and structures of public policy decision making and management that engage people
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the
public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not
otherwise be accomplished‖ (p. 2). The authors believe that collaborative governance
starts in a ―system context‖ from which critical drivers emerge to activate a collaborative
governance regime (CGR). At least one of the following drivers—leadership,
interdependence, consequential incentives, and uncertainty—is required for CGR
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activation. The CGR is activated as collaborative dynamics initiate collaborative action;
collaborative dynamics include circumstances that motivate all key stakeholders to
consider joint action; the capacity to pursue joint action if they choose to do so; and an
approach to engaging stakeholders that is guided by established principles for best
practices. This integrative framework provides a number of advantages, according to the
authors. The framework looks at collaborative governance more broadly, it identifies
factors as an operational system, it places CGR in a broader, interactive context, and it
also provides new opportunities for empirical research. The authors believe that the
framework should be tested with real-world collaborative governance cases and examples
in differing contexts, with the framework serving as a conceptual map for practitioners
and policymakers.
Nabatchi and Emerson (2012) provide a framework for collaborative governance
to advance research on collaborative practice networks. Citing various sources, the
presenters define collaboration as:
working together to achieve a goal (Collins English Dictionary); an emergent
process between interdependent organizational actors who negotiate the answers
to share concerns (Gray 1989); ―working in association with others for some form
of mutual benefit (Huxham 1996);‖ ―any joint activity by two or more agencies
working together that is intended to increase public value by their working
together rather than separately (Bardach 1998);‖ and ―a purposive relationship
designed to solve a problem by creating or discovering a solution within a given
set of constraints (Agranofff and McGuire 2003).‖ (Nabatchi & Emerson, 2012, p.
4)
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Collaboration is a process characterized by a short term of individuals or groups, but is
not systems oriented, according to the authors. In contrast, collaborative governance is a
decision-making system characterized by a longer term that is structural and focuses on a
system.
Milward and Provan (2006) discuss collaborative governance in the context of
―networked governance‖ (p. 8); they use this term to refer to a governance approach in
which government leaders manage external networks of organizations in order to carry
out their agencies‘ respective missions. Donahue (2004) defines ―governance‖ as the
―orchestration of collective activity,‖ (pp. 2-3) and essentially that which a government
does (albeit not necessarily all by itself) on behalf of the public sector (p. 2). He suggests
that ―collaboration‖ refers to ―some amalgam of public, private, and civil-society
organizations‖ in pursuit of a common mission (Donahue, 2004, p. 2). DuPraw, Cardwell,
Placht, and McGonigle (2012) defined collaboration to mean the ―full suite of ways in
which (an organization) seeks to involve and work constructively with stakeholders‖ (p.
86). As noted earlier, DuPraw et al. (2013) defined collaborative governance to refer to
the routine use of collaboration by public sector decision makers to determine how to
resolve challenges, controversies, or outright conflicts over the best way to manage the
public resources under their stewardship (p. 229).
Booher (2004) suggests that collaborative governance can be thought of as a new,
―more deliberative and democratic‖ approach to governance compared to governance that
is informed by traditional public participation (p. 32). It occurs in a cross-jurisdictional
governance ―space‖ (Booher, 2004, pp. 32-33) and offers a vehicle through which
participants can deal with: a) increasing complexity and uncertainty in the governance
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arena; b) increasing cultural diversity; c) policy inter-dependencies that prevent any one
entity from being able to resolve an issue on its own; and d) the increasing need for trustbuilding (pp. 32-33).
In Planning with Complexity: An Introduction to Collaborative Rationality for
Public Policy, Innes and Booher (2010) suggest that collaborative decision-making
processes are valuable beyond their utility in reaching implementable agreements for how
to address complicated public policy challenges (pp. 9-10). They suggest that the
individual and social learning derived through such successes contributes to the
adaptability and resilience of the affected communities, systems, and institutions. The
authors warn that there is much confusion and thus, faulty conclusions in society about
phenomenon of collaboration, and make the point that the realization of the full value of
collaboration depends on the details of how the collaborative process is carried out; they
identify a set of conditions that define what they consider to be true ―collaborative
rationality‖ (pp. 89-117).
Kamensky (2009) discusses how ―catalytic mechanisms‖ can be used to improve
cross-boundary performance by government agencies to solve a host of challenges. To be
a catalytic mechanism, something must: a) deliver anticipated results in ―unpredictable
ways;‖ b) deliver power for the benefit of the entire operation, even if leadership would
be uncomfortable; c) have the authority to make people obey it; d) disregard people who
don‘t share the agency‘s ideals; and e) operate in a continuous way (p. 69). The author
describes four catalytic opportunities to make government more effective. These include
encouraging far-reaching transparency, providing customer-centric services, encouraging
citizen ―co-production‖ or ―user contribution systems,‖ and facilitating employee
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collaboration and innovation at both the leadership and employee levels (Kamensky,
2009, pp. 69-73). The author suggests that technology can help drive catalytic
mechanisms.
Bates (2006) writes about collaborative governance in terms of ―cooperative
conservation‖ (p. 6). This author provides an overview of principles that govern public
participation in resource management, laws that encourage cooperative conservation,
how to use the law to encourage the use of cooperation and remove barriers, and the use
of alternative dispute resolution in the context of judicial and administrative appeals.
Bates also offers more specific guidance on topics such as how to overcome ―FACAPhobia‖ and how agencies should avoid delegating their authority to partners (p. 13).
Why Is The Use of Collaborative Governance Becoming Popular? McKinney
and Johnson (2009) discuss collaborative regional governance as filling a ―governance
gap‖ that arises when a problem is too large for any one jurisdiction to solve; regional
governance is framed as the logical way to fill that governance gap (11-25). Kamarck
attributes the emergence of this phenomenon in the U.S. to the decentralization and
outsourcing trends of recent decades; hence, the need for government managers to
navigate networks to get their jobs done (as cited in Milward & Provan, 2006, p. 8).
Donahue (2004) offers three reasons for the growing importance of involving
external entities in public initiatives, including: 1) in the communities in which most of
the world‘s population resides, formal government structures are ineffective; 2) there is a
crisis of confidence in the concept of centralized government; and 3) a growing number
of core social functions cannot be achieved by government alone (p. 1). Booher (2004)
describes societal changes that are giving rise to collaborative governance, including: 1)
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emergence of new cross-jurisdictional governance ―spaces‖; 2) increasing complexity
and associated uncertainty; 3) increasing cultural diversity; 4) increasing awareness of
policy inter-dependencies such that no one entity can resolve an issue alone; and 5) the
increasing need for trust-building (pp. 32-34).
Emerson (2007) explores how environmental conflict resolution practitioners can
more effectively help environmental managers solve problems and work with
stakeholders in the face of dwindling budgets and increased demands to show outcomes.
For projects, she recommends efficient and cost-effective assessments. At the federal
level, she emphasizes the importance of understanding the policy directives that expand
environmental conflict resolution as a tool to solve problems. Emerson believes that
practitioners must move beyond process values to tangible applications such as integrated
designs for environmental reviews and expand their stakeholder involvement strategies
(e.g., helping to broaden community engagement in the context of a negotiated
rulemaking).
Walker, Senecah, and Daniels (2006) examine what constitutes effective
stakeholder engagement for ―Collaborative Learning.‖ Collaborative Learning is a
philosophical framework that uses a set of tactics to help solve dynamic, complex, and
controversial environmental challenges, according to the authors. It also may be adapted
to help enhance dialogue, understanding, knowledge integration, rapport, and concrete
improvements. Collaborative Learning varies materially from conventional public
involvement in that it looks beyond technical knowledge to more traditional knowledge,
and prizes mutual learning over information and education. It also honors dialogue over
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regulated and controlled communication, and values dispersed and shared power over
centralized and controlled power.
Walker et al. (2006) analyzed Forest Service planning efforts in two situations.
The first focused on the Allegheny National Forest; the second involved regional
sediment management planning for the Columbia River. They looked at stakeholder
views in the context of the ―trinity of voice‖ framework, which focuses on access, civic
standing, and influence as interdependent variables. Access is defined as ―access to a
process that offers opportunity and safety as well as potential for being heard‖ (p. 194).
Standing is an ―articulated demonstration of and assurance that stakeholder contributions
are valued, respected, and honored: that they are ‗heard‘‖ (p. 194). Influence means that
stakeholders have meaningful participation in the process, ―where ideas matter‖ (p. 194).
In both planning efforts, Collaborative Learning allowed citizens to ―gain standing,
display legitimacy, enact voice, and influence decisions about public participation‖ (p.
200). The authors believe that parties will recognize collaborative potential in situations
where innovative public participation and decision-making are used to solve dynamic,
complex, and controversial environmental challenges.
How Do We Know Collaborative Governance Is Effective? The basis for the
widespread belief that collaborative governance is an effective management approach is
primarily anecdotal and theoretical (Thomas, 2008, p. 2). Much of the available research
takes the form of ―lessons learned‖ from non-academic case studies, or studies the social
processes employed, not the substantive outcomes (p. 2). However, Thomas argues that
collaborative environmental governance ought to be accountable to performance
standards, the same way that more conventional governance approaches are. He asserts
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that we ought to focus on outcomes with respect to environmental conditions (pp. 1-17).
A growing number of scholars now are grappling with this challenge.
Conley and Moote (2003) provide an overview of existing approaches for
evaluating ―collaborative natural resource management‖; recognizing that many terms are
used to describe this phrase, the authors define it as ―multiparty natural resource
management projects, programs, or decision-making processes using a participatory
approach‖ (p. 372). The authors explore why evaluation is important, who conducts the
evaluations (both formally and informally), and what is evaluated. Next, they look at
commonalities and differences in evaluation criteria, which fall into three categories:
process, environmental outcome, and socio-economic criteria. The authors categorize
evaluation methods three ways: the measurement of tangible outcomes, participant
perceptions, and participant observation. The authors believe that the question of whether
evaluators should use a case study approach, surveys, and meta-analysis of existing
studies depends on the intent of the evaluation, the type of collaborative effort, and
evaluator‘s values. Yet, the authors‘ conclude that there is no objective means of
evaluating a collaborative effort.
Whitall (2010) discusses the use of qualitative measures to help the Forest Service
build partnerships. Because partnerships are about relationships that bring public, private,
and civic communities together, the author believes that qualitative measures are critical
for showing the ―breadth and depth‖ of such relationships. To measure partnership
success, Whitall asks: is the partnership diverse; is it repeatable; how does it link to the
Forest Service‘s mission; and does it create abundance? The question of diversity looks at
whether or not the breadth of the partnership (e.g., in terms of communities, places, and
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cultures) connects underrepresented communities to the forests. Repeatability involves
understanding the unique needs of long and short-term partnerships to increase the
likelihood of their success; these needs may include funding, monitoring, training, and/or
planning. The link to the Forest Service mission looks at 13 guiding principles—
―intangible assets‖—that help the agency strengthen the depth of its relationships.
Finally, abundance focuses on whether the partnership helps the Forest Service leverage
money, time, and resources (Whitall, 2010, p. 3). Whitall hopes her proposed framework
encourages discussion, leading to additional research regarding the framework.
Manring (1998) explored costs and benefits of the USFS‘ use of alternative
dispute resolution (ADR) to resolve forest plan appeals in the 1980s as those costs and
benefits accrue to the agency versus the individual staff members involved. She reported
that negotiations appeared to require the agency as a whole to invest fewer calendar days
and resources compared to the administrative appeals process. However, agency
personnel perceived the negotiated process to require much more time for the individuals
directly involved in the negotiations than the appeal process would have (Manring, 1998,
pp. 278-285). The metrics that Manring uses to explore the relative costs and benefits of
ADR versus the appeals process include: a) agency personnel‘s perceptions regarding
total calendar days to achieve resolution; b) hours of time invested by assigned staff
members; c) hours of time invested by the agency‘s national and regional leadership; d)
achievement of solutions that resolve all parties‘ concerns; e) improved working
relationships with stakeholders; and f) stress experienced by agency personnel.
Kelman (2007) believes inter-organizational collaboration through public-private
partnerships or inside of government is a trend that needs more empirical study and
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research. Specifically, research is needed regarding why partnerships do or do not work,
what skills and mind-set are needed for managers to be effective, and the extent to which
public-private collaboration contributes to, or usurps, public action on a given issue.
Connick and Innes (2001) propose nine outcome measures that can be used to
evaluate the effectiveness of collaborative policy dialogue, building on an earlier paper
by Innes and Booher (pp. 9-12). These include pragmatic outcomes such as shared
understanding and agreement on foundational information, agreement on cost-effective
decision-making processes that end impasses, and ―high quality‖ agreements. They
define the latter as an agreement that at least alleviates the focal problem, is acceptable to
the stakeholders and public, is practical, and can be implemented. Their list of outcomes
also includes meta-outcomes such as increased social and political capital, innovation,
learning and change beyond the core stakeholders, and impacts even farther-reaching—
―a cascade of changes in attitudes, behaviors, and actions‖ (Connick & Innes, 2001, p.
11). The final possible outcome measure they offer involves embedding changes for
lasting impact—i.e., ―institutions and practices that involve flexibility and networks‖ (p.
11). Supporting evidence for these recommended outcome measures comes from
qualitative research (observation, interviews, and document review) performed by Innes
and colleague David Booher. Connick and Innes conclude that collaborative governance
initiatives in California‘s water policy arena have: ―produced robust and lasting outcomes
that extend well beyond the resolution of specific disputes… transformed the policy
making practices, as well as the way in which day-to-day decisions about on-the-ground
management and operations are made‖ (2001, p. 32).
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Booher (2004) suggests four benefits associated with collaborative governance (p.
43). First, the author suggests that collaboration can be effective for addressing public
policy challenges that do not seem responsive to other decision-making approaches.
Second, he suggests that collaboration can deepen the capacity of stakeholders to work
together on subsequent problems. Third, he suggests that collaborative governance can
generate innovative improvements in the way things are done by members of the
involved community. Fourth, Booher suggests that collaborative processes can enhance
understanding and generate new information, both of which lay the foundation for
making more effective decisions in the future. In Booher‘s view, ―authentic‖
collaborative processes are those that entail ―appropriate organization, methods, and
tools; facilitative leadership; and deliberative space free from coercion‖ (2004, p. 44).
Whitall‘s 2007 dissertation is an example of a genre of studies that look at factors
contributing to network performance. She investigated the effects of network structure,
social capital, and network management, as well as the combined effects of these three
variables, on the performance of a network of 55 U.S. Forest Service advisory
committees established under the Secure Rural Schools and Community SelfDetermination Act of 2000. Whitall relies upon quantitative research methods
(correlational analyses and multiple linear regression); her study is informed by theories
pertaining to social capital, alternative dispute resolution, and social network analysis.
Whitall found that the three variables measured (network structure, social capital, and
network management) accounted for half the observed variability in network
performance. She found that trust plays a critically important role in network
performance; there is a strong association between trust and commitment, as well as
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between trust and decision capability, and between decision capability and commitment
(2007, pp. 84-85).
Looking at collaborative governance in the conservation arena, McKinney and
Johnson (2010) report that there is ―general agreement that the promise of large
landscape conservation is its focus on land and water problems at an appropriate
geographic scale, regardless of political and jurisdictional boundaries‖ (p. 2). They see
regional collaboration as an extremely promising way of filling the ―governance gap‖
when a given policy or management problem does not fall entirely under the jurisdiction
of any one entity (p. 2). Yet, McKinney and Johnson point out the scarcity of ―both
scientific information and knowledge about the structure and function of large landscape
conservation initiatives‖ (p. 3)
Similarly, Donahue (2004) reflects that, ―we have essentially no clue‖ regarding
important variables such as the amount of money the government spends on collaborative
initiatives, or the extent to which collaborative initiatives impact government decisions,
―even in the densely documented United States‖ (p. 5). Further, Donahue notes, ―The
official statistics simply aren‘t collected or organized with an eye to illuminating
collaborative governance‖ (p. 5). He observes that it is difficult to evaluate ―what works‖
in an area where there is not yet agreement on the definition of phenomenon of interest—
i.e., collaborative governance—let alone agreement on how one might measure ―what
works‖ (p. 6). To nudge the field in this direction, Donahue offers three possible
measures: 1) the continued existence of a particular collaborative initiative over time; 2)
progress in meeting the ―organizational imperatives‖ of the participating entities; and 3)
achieving better results than ―feasible alternative arrangements‖ (p. 6).
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Despite the nascent state of the field when it comes to evaluating the efficacy of
collaborative governance, the USFS‘ Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration
Program (CFLRP) reports very tangible achievements flowing from the efforts of
collaborators involved in the first cohort of CFLRP-funded projects (Schwedler &
McCarthy, 2011, Executive Summary). The program seeks to ―achieve improved forest
benefits for people, water, and wildlife…‖ through ―collaborative, science-based
restoration‖ (p. ii). Collective outputs of these ten projects after only one year included:
1,550 jobs and $59 million in labor income; 107 million board feet of timber; 66,000
acres of wildlife habitat and 28 miles of restored fish habitat; removal of brush that could
fuel wildfires on 90,000 acres near human communities and 64,000 more remote acres;
and improved water quality by repairing 163 miles of eroding roads (Schwedler &
McCarthy, 2011, p. ii). Furthermore, over their ten-year funded timelines, these ten
collaborative forest management projects are expected to generate 3,700 jobs for
residents of nine different states and $150 million in labor income; lower the cost of
reducing brush that would fuel wildfires by as much as $450 per acre and fire suppression
costs on a majority of sites by about half; improve as much as 500,000 acres for a single
project; and leverage almost as much non-federal funding as the federal government is
investing in the program – about $219 million and $245 million, respectively (Schwedler
& McCarthy, 2011, p. 1).
These benefits are very compelling to the USFS, participating stakeholders, and
elected officials. While evaluation experts labor over the challenge of how to rigorously
measure the effectiveness of collaborative governance, those who experience the tangible
results emerging are more interested in knowing how to cultivate more of it. That is the
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scholarly challenge that drives the present study: how to build interested organizations‘
ability to use collaboration to achieve shared goals.
Is Collaborative Governance Appropriate Everywhere? While we are
obtaining more definitive data on the effectiveness of collaborative governance, there is
also widespread acknowledgement that collaborative approaches are not a good match for
every situation. Kamensky (2011) delineates the kind of governance challenge that
traditional hierarchical management approaches can handle (―complicated‖ problems)
from those that require new approaches (―complex‖ problems) (pp. 66-68). The author
suggests that merely ―complicated‖ problems are linear by nature, with an identifiable
beginning, middle, and conclusion. They can be modeled, and problem-solving outcomes
predicted with reasonable accuracy. If a solution is competently implemented, success
can be anticipated. Kamensky offers an example for each of these two types of problems;
the construction of an engine would be a ―complicated‖ problem, while recovery from a
hurricane would be a ―complex‖ problem (2011, p. 66).
―Complex‖ problems, on the other hand, are those that involve so many
interacting variables that it is difficult to predict the results of a candidate solution.
Complex problems are characterized by ―emergent‖ interactions, rather than linear ones
(O‘Brien as cited in Kamensky, 2011, p. 66). Emergent refers to a system that: a) arises
out of the relationships between a set of actors; and b) has characteristics that are more
than the sum of its parts (Morcol as cited in Kamensky, 2011); Morcol considers complex
problems to be ―a set of activities and relationships that constitute a social system that
reciprocates, adapts, and reproduces over time‖ (p. 67). According to Sargut and
McGrath (as cited in Kamensky, 2011), the degree of complexity is a function of: a) the
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number of interacting parts; b) the connections among the parts; and c) the diversity of
those parts (p. 67). Kamensky goes on to offer recommendations for coping, leading, and
managing under conditions of complexity. It is typically a complex problem that
catalyzes landscape-scale collaboration.
Milward and Provan (2006), for example, assert that networks can be useful, but
should not be thought of as panaceas; they have found that networks can be challenging
to establish as well as to sustain (p. 25). They warn that networked approaches to
government problem-solving do not always produce the desired results. They conclude
that the success of both traditional hierarchical problem-solving approaches and
networked problem-solving approaches depend on effective management.
Similarly, Booher (2004) observes that collaborative governance can be an
effective way to solve intractable policy problems, but it is not appropriate in all
situations (pp. 43-45). Drawing upon an earlier article by Innes, Booher suggests that
authentic collaborative processes reflect 1) a full range of stakeholders; 2) a meaningful
task; 3) ground rules set by the participants; 4) an early focus on understanding one
another‘s interests; 5) equal space for all to participate in the dialogue; 6) a process
organized by the stakeholders themselves, without limits on topics to be discussed or
duration; 7) readily accessible information; and 8) consensus-based decision-making,
with consensus based on a full exploration of interests and concerted effort to address
those interests (as cited in Booher, 2004, pp. 35, 45).
Purdy (2012) raises concerns about the potential negative effects of significant
power imbalances when using collaborative governance, and identifies three aspects of
collaborative governance processes that function as ―arenas for power use‖ (2012, p.
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411). These include the content of the collaborative process (e.g., issues and outcomes
sought), the participants, and the process design (p. 411). However, rather than
concluding that collaborative approaches may not be appropriate in all situations, she
proposes a systematic approach for understanding and analyzing power dynamics in the
context of collaborative governance activities and discusses how such an analysis can
inform the design of a collaborative governance process.
Kilmann (2011) seeks to explain under what circumstances people should use
collaboration to achieve an outcome. When people are overwhelmingly stressed,
collaboration is not a mode that should be used to achieve an outcome, according to
Kilmann. It also will not work in ―unidimensional‖ conflicts (i.e., a tug of war over an
hourly wage between a union and management) or where people do not have needed
interpersonal skills to avoid becoming defensive. Collaboration takes time, engagement,
and trust, and should be used under the right circumstances.
Variations in Approaches to Collaborative Governance. Donahue (2004)
suggests eight dimensions that can be used to characterize variations of collaborative
governance. These include: 1) formality; 2) duration; 3) focus; 4) institutional diversity;
5) ―valence,‖ or the number of participants and linkages between them; 6)
stability/volatility balance; 7) initiating party and distribution of other forms of initiative
among participants; and 8) whether the initiative is opportunity-driven or problem-driven
(Donahue, 2004, pp. 3-4). McKinney and Johnson (2009) discuss the strengths and
weaknesses of four diverse models for regional governance, including: 1) voluntary, nonbinding models; 2) voluntary, binding models; 3) strict compliance models; and 4)
consolidation models (pp. 125-140).
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Booher (2004) explores four cases of collaborative governance approaches,
including specific examples of: 1) consensus rule-making; 2) public policy consensusbuilding; 3) collaborative network structures; and 4) community visioning (pp. 34-41).
He does not suggest that these collectively represent a typology; he suggested that they
represent some of the more important collaborative governance approaches, but doesn‘t
say why he thinks so (p. 34). These four cases do illustrate some important variations. For
example, some applications of collaborative governance occur at the policy level and
some at the site-specific level. Some are proactive (or ―upstream‖ in the decision-making
process) while others are convened after the decision-making process has become
polarized with conflict. Some are tightly structured with clearly-defined membership and
operating protocols, while others are made up of loosely-organized, informal networks of
organizations and individuals.
Milward and Provan (2006) explore the characteristics of four kinds of public
sector networks (pp. 6-17). The four types differ according to the function it is hoped that
they will achieve and the tasks they involve—i.e., diffusing information, building the
capacity of a community, implementing services, or solving problems. United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) describes several different collaborative models then
in use by federal agencies; these include community-based environmental protection,
coordinated resource management, and an inter-agency program called ―Creeks and
Communities‖ (USDA, 2006a, pp. 9-10).
Fedorowicz and Sawyer (2012) provide practical advice for using collaborative
networks to help government agencies share and communicate information across
boundaries. Drawing upon an analysis of data regarding public safety networks that have

33
to share information, the authors extrapolate from the data to make five recommendations
for implementing effective collaborative networks in other government contexts. First, all
stakeholders must be involved in designing the network. This means looking at the
connection between a collaborative organization and technology, while recognizing that
no ―one-size-fits-all‖ approach exists. Second, networks must be inclusive and
consensus-oriented so that stakeholders will value and use the network. Third, networks
should be funded to ensure proper governance and technology uses for the network.
Fourth, performance measures related to governance must be developed and implemented
so that the network is inclusive. Fifth, technology should be used to enhance the
operational and strategic nature of the network.
Recognizing the silo effect of government departments tasked with addressing
problems within defined boundaries, DeSeve (2007) seeks to examine how managed
networks can provide effective multi-party program delivery with improved outcomes.
Quoting William Eggers and Steven Goldsmith (2004), the author defines managed
networks as ―ad hoc networks that are activated only intermittently—often in response to
a disaster—to channel partnerships in which governments use private firms and
nonprofits to serve as distribution channels for public services and transactions‖ (as cited
in DeSeve, 2007, pp. 47). The author then looks at the types of managed networks and
the elements that make them successful. Network types include: shared-mission
communities; shared-practice communities; strategic alliances; ―joined-up‖ government;
service integration; supply chains; intra-organizational; and dispute resolution.
Successful networks have the following elements: networked structure; common
purpose;

participant

trust;

governance;

authority

access;

leadership;

shared
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accountability; information sharing; and resource access. However, DeSeve believes that
networks will never replace hierarchal government structures, take over government
responsibilities, or function without continuous ―care and feeding.‖ Yet, networks can
help agencies leverage missions and resources, get buy-in for solutions, and create new
communities. Because many challenges governments face (e.g., global health pandemics,
global trade with secure borders, etc.) cannot be solved by a single agency, DeSeve
recommends the use of managed networks to solve these issues; such networks enable
managers to collaborate, use technology, pursue cross-boundary strategies, take a results
―orientation,‖ exhibit leadership, and receive change management training. The author
believes that additional work is needed to test, redefine, and provide ―lessons learned‖
regarding the effectiveness of managed networks.
Wenger and Snyder (2000) examine how communities of practice can help
managers transform ―knowledge sharing, learning, and change‖ to solve a host of
business challenges (p. 139). They define communities of practice as ―groups of people
informally bound together by shared expertise and passion for joint enterprise‖ (p. 139).
Unlike teams, work groups, or networks, communities of practice are self-selecting. They
tend to be diverse, and can develop within a unit or cross-boundary. The authors suggest
that participating in communities of practice offers organizations many potential benefits
such as: informing strategy, catalyzing new business initiatives, expediting problemsolving, exchanging knowledge of effective practices, providing a venue in which to
recruit new personnel, and fostering professional development and talent retention.
Managers can help nurture communities of practice by identifying potential strategic
communities, providing organizational infrastructure, and using ―nontraditional‖
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measurement methods (e.g., listening to members). To nurture communities of practice,
managers must understand how they work and their benefit in an information economy;
then they must integrate and leverage them within their organization.
Wenger (2006) examines the nature of communities of practice, which this author
now defines as ―groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do
and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly‖ (p. 1). Because not every
community is a community of practice, the author believes that communities of practice
have three unique characteristics: a membership-based group with a shared domain of
interest and competency; a community where people build relationships to learn from
each other; and a practice with shared resources (e.g., tools, stories, and an approach) to
solving problems. Communities of practice, which manifest themselves in a number of
forms, may include problem-solving, information requests, coordination, visits, sharing
experiences and information, documenting projects and discussing changes, and
knowledge mapping and gap identification. Communities of practice may be applied to
organizations, governments, schools, associations, social sectors, the Internet, and
international development. The author sees communities of practice as a critical way to
understand how to create learning systems in various sectors.
Jennings (2013) looks at whether ―principles‖ can reduce uncertainty about
decisions and outcomes in environmental management. The author defines principles as
―evidence-based rules that underpin scientific advice on management options and reduce
uncertainty about decisions and outcomes with fewer resources than tailored case-by-case
analyses‖ (p. 726). The author considers how principles could work, their strengths and
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weaknesses, and how they could support certain methodological innovations and risk
assessments in environmental management.
Little (2011) looks at how community-based conservation has evolved and its
potential to help solve broader resource-related issues in rural communities. Communitybased conservation is a grassroots movement that makes rural people a partner with
public land management agencies in solving natural resource issues, according to the
author. Stewardship contracting, which grew out of the movement, combines restoration
activities into contracts to help forests complete restoration in partnership with the
community. In addition to getting work completed, stewardship contracting has become a
revenue generator for public land management agencies. For example, in 2010, the
biomass, wood chips, and sawlogs reaped from stewardship contracting in one Forest
Service region alone brought in $11.1 million with almost half available for reinvestment
in future stewardship contracting projects. The author concludes that the communitybased conservation model can be expanded to tackle energy-related challenges so that
rural communities can grow and thrive.
In 2003, the Conservation Study Institute convened a workshop for the National
Park Service (NPS) to discuss key components of effective conservation partnerships
(Tuxill et. al, 2004). The workshop included over 26 partnership practitioners and
organizations, including the NPS. Building on a past workshop, the 2003 workshop
focused on: 1) the lessons learned from areas managed through NPS partnerships; 2) the
issues and challenges common to the partners and transferability of approaches to those
issues and challenges; 3) how partnerships can be more effective in guiding partnership
planning; 4) supporting the then-NPS Director‘s partnership initiative; and 5) growing
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and strengthening partnerships. The participants shared lessons learned, discussed how to
create a sustainable environment for partnerships within the NPS, explained a model for
sustaining partnerships over time, and set forth an institutional framework and policies
that would lead to a sustainable environment for partnerships.
Mainwaring (2011) briefly examines cross-sector collaboration through social
media. Whether it is corporations getting involved in ―socially transformative thinking or
actions,‖ joining together for change, working with non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), or assisting governments, Mainwaring believes the size and complexity of
challenges will require more cross-sector collaboration to solve a host of challenges
(Mainwaring, 2011, p. 1). The authors suggest that social media now makes this type of
collaboration easier.
What Challenges Complicate Collaborative Governance? Booher (2004)
discerns four challenges with which collaborative governance must contend (pp. 41-43).
The first is pluralism, which leads some to believe that collaborative governance lacks the
legitimacy of traditional democratic institutions and elected leaders. The second
challenge is the belief that activism is necessary to address social injustice, and that
collaborative processes may repress activism. The third challenge is comprised of
institutional barriers to collaboration (e.g., adversarial structures). The fourth challenge
resides in the transaction costs of collaborative processes. Booher also notes the inherent
effort involved in enacting a change in governance paradigms (2004, p. 45).
As noted in an earlier section of this literature review, Milward and Provan (2006)
write about four kinds of public sector networks—those focused on diffusing
information, building community capacity, providing services, and solving problems (pp.

38
6-17). The authors discuss the particular challenges associated with each. They also
explore specific challenges related to establishing networks, and other challenges related
to sustaining them.
Berlioux (2008) observes that the benefits of collaboration are mitigated by
uncertainty associated with implementing outcomes and by a tendency to ―settle for the
lowest common denominator‖ (pp. 209-210). Manring (1998) compares costs of
collaboration for organizations versus individual members of those organizations, and
sees this differential as an important barrier to more widespread use of collaboration in
the natural resource management arena (pp. 278-289). Leong, Emmerson, and Byron
(2011) found that the biggest barrier to widespread integration of the public engagement
paradigm has to do with organizational culture and institutional systems; it is not yet seen
as a standard operating procedure, and thus, the resources required to implement it
effectively are not provided and personnel do not yet have full confidence in this
approach relative to traditional methods of public involvement (p. 241).
The USDA (2006a, 2006b, 2006c) has produced a set of three inter-related
articles on the social factors contributing to successful watershed restoration. USDA
(2006a) provides an overview of the use of collaboration in the context of the watershed
restoration work of the US Forest Service, and includes statistics about perceived barriers
to cooperative restoration from training workshops in the Western U.S. between 1995 and
2000. They found that social phenomena such as lack of communication dominate over
technical issues (USDA, 2006a, p. 6). USDA (2006b) identifies four over-arching issues
regarding the social side of watershed restoration that pertain to obstacles to
collaboration, noting that ―collaboration is difficult to achieve because of a variety of

39
individual, institutional, and community barriers, including insufficient guidance and
support from Federal land management agencies to their employees and communities‖ (p.
19).
Relevance to This Study. Landscape-scale collaboration can be thought of as a
form of collaborative governance. In that light, the above scholars of collaborative
governance inform this study in three key ways. First, they illuminate the phenomenon of
collaborative governance to help us understand the milieu in which the study is situated.
Second, the insights of the above scholars regarding characteristics, variations, and
obstacles related to collaborative governance informed the PI‘s thinking about potential
dimensions of study participants‘ experience with landscape-scale collaboration. She
drew upon their insights in developing interview and focus group questions to ensure the
questions were framed in a way that would give study participants room to surface any
related insights from their own experience, albeit without leading them in any particular
direction. (Please see the ―Sampling and Data Collection‖ section of this proposal for a
discussion of the interview and focus group questions used.)
Landscape-Scale Collaboration on Natural Resource Management
There is quite a lot of literature pertinent to landscape-scale collaboration on
forest resource management, particularly if one considers literature on landscape-scale
collaboration on all natural resources, and both domestic and international arenas
(including ethical considerations and security implications). Because the relevant
literature is so vast, the PI considered constraining the literature review strictly to
landscape-scale collaboration on national forest lands to make it manageable.
Unfortunately, this would have been an artificial boundary—antithetical to the spirit of
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this study. The PI‘s academic training, as well as professional and life experience,
suggest that: a) both water and terrestrial resources are highly likely to be integral to any
given landscape; b) landscape-scale collaboration on national forest management will
often occur in the context of an initiative that embraces forested land under other
ownership as well; and c) natural resource stewards in most countries around the globe
are eager to learn from each other. Therefore, in this section of the literature review, the
PI begins with illustrative literature regarding the meaning of ―landscape,‖ then gives the
reader a sense of the broader scope of literature pertinent to collaborating at that scale on
natural resource management, and ends by spotlighting the limited literature that focuses
on landscape-scale collaboration on forest lands in particular.
Collaborating in the Water Context. The vast majority of the literature on
landscape-scale collaboration for natural resource management purposes focuses on
aquatic resources. Much of this literature focuses on trans-boundary water resource
management since rivers, lakes, estuaries, and bays usually have multiple political
jurisdictions along their shores. For example, the Center for Natural Resources and
Environmental Policy (CNREP) reported on interviews with 29 leaders in the Colorado
River Basin about a specific landscape-scale water management challenge—anticipated
water shortages in the Colorado River Basin (CNREP, 2011). Interviewees were asked:
1) Under the current approach to managing the Colorado River, what conditions do you
anticipate in fifteen years regarding water availability, security, and conflicts? and 2)
What would help achieve more satisfactory conditions—i.e., decision-making, certainty,
stakeholder participation, and political/financial support for innovative management
solutions (CNREP, 2011, pp. 3-4)?
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Respondents believe that a water shortage is likely to materialize sooner than
anticipated five years ago. Consequences for the seven basin states vary widely, as do
opinions about whether further action is necessary and of what sort. Leaders need more
information to help them assess how to proceed. The interviewees suggested a number of
possible strategies for improving the projected scenario fifteen years out, including
conserving and augmenting water supply, market solutions, cooperative water storage
agreements, setting priorities among numerous environmental protection and restoration
projects, increasing financial resources available to work on this issue, and managing an
ongoing ―Basin Study‖ to ensure it yields helpful information on management options for
future scenarios (CNREP, 2011, pp. 3-5). This report serves as a concrete example of a
situation amenable to a landscape-scale collaborative approach.
Delli Priscoli (2004) asserts that the way in which we manage water resources
conveys our values, identity, and societal aspirations (p. 1). He points out how vitally
important it is to meet the drinking water needs of the world‘s rising population, and to
do it in a way that is responsive to the input of the people served.. In this article, Delli
Priscoli illustrates the meaning of public participation to water resources managers in the
context of five water management challenges. These include: 1) discontinuities between
jurisdictional and geographic boundaries—one of the drivers for landscape-scale
collaboration; 2) technical / political tensions; 3) conflict management; 4) civic culture;
and 5) ethics. The primary relevance of this article to landscape-scale collaboration is its
contribution to ongoing efforts among practitioners to develop shared understanding of
the relationship between public participation, conflict resolution, and collaborative
governance.
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Borisova, Racevskis, and Kipp (2002) analyze stakeholder participation in the
collaborative management of Florida watersheds in an institutional context where
pollution reduction is required. Using a case study approach, the authors focused their
study on one particular case where the development and implementation of a total
maximum daily load for pollutants entering the watershed resulted in conflict. The study
was based on a situation assessment and focus groups. The authors describe how they
collected their qualitative data for the situation assessment at various stakeholder
meetings, reviewed documents, and attended public meetings. The authors also explain
how and why the focus groups were limited to three types of stakeholders: environmental
interest groups, local government, and agriculture. The study sought to understand the
relevance of various procedural and structural variables to results.
Koehler and Koontz (2007) examine citizen participation in Ohio-based
collaborative watershed initiatives. The authors used mixed methods to explore: 1) the
composition and representativeness of group members; 2) the proportion of members
who participated actively; and 3) variables that correlated with active participation. To
answer the questions, the authors employed a mixed-method approach to their research.
The findings offer insights into why people participate, who participates, and how much
they participate under various conditions.
Owens and Gottlieb (2013) suggest that the multi-stakeholder watershed or
landscape-scale collaborative approach used for the Etowah Watershed will yield quality
mitigation options and can serve as a model for other water resource challenges across
the country. The Etowah Watershed is a key water supply and economic driver for
Atlanta and surrounding counties, local governments, and communities. Sixty-six percent
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of the watershed is the forest. The Etowah has been heavily studied with existing plans
and data; yet, the planning and implementation has focused on limited areas without
conserving the ecosystem function of the watershed. The Etowah Watershed project
began as one of three watershed approach pilot projects by The Nature Conservancy. The
authors discuss the pilot, project implementation and challenges, and the process of
engaging a broad group of stakeholders, including federal and state agencies, local
governments, academic institutions, and NGOs. The authors believe that the pilot‘s
collaborative watershed approach offers an efficient, high-quality model that that can be
replicated across the country to address water resource challenges, including large-scale
mitigation planning.
Langridge (2008) analyzes a large-scale collaborative watershed restoration
project on the Sacramento River to determine factors for effective collaborative process
in natural resource conflicts. In the Sacramento River project, most of the local
community had negative perceptions about the restoration project while the restoration
community had positive perceptions of the restoration project‘s effects on local farms.
Using document reviews, interviews, and data, Langridge found that different stakeholder
groups respond to different collaborative practices. The differences may be regional,
political, geographic, scientific, and/or based on approach. Therefore, Langridge
recommends that natural resource managers look at ―resource asymmetries,‖ building
trust, outcome, and facilitative leadership to deliver effective restoration and
collaboration efforts (Langridge, 2008, p. 105).
Portman (2007) assesses the regulatory model known as the ―Cape Cod Model‖
used to establish the Cape Cod National Seashore in 1961. In the face of over-
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development, the Cape preserved almost 44,000 acres along 40 miles of coastline
between Chatham, Massachusetts, and Provincetown, Rhode Island that encompasses not
only forest land, but ponds, bogs, and marshes as well. The park combines lands that
were once privately-owned, as well as public lands that had been under local, state, and
national jurisdictions; these were integrated through federally-approved zoning
implemented at the local level. While the National Park Service never actually acquired
these parcels of land, the landowners must comply with town zoning laws governed by
federally approved local bylaws. This is known as the Cape Code Model. Using a case
study approach, the author assesses the Cape Code Model to show how it works, the
implications of inter-governmental policy mandates, and the challenges for policymakers
considering use of similar models for coastal management.
Morgan and Matlock (2004) evaluate the legitimacy of the stakeholder process
used in Arkansas to prioritize watersheds for implementing nonpoint source pollution
(NPS) controls. As part of a grant, the University of Arkansas‘ Ecological Engineering
Group created a collaborative learning matrix for stakeholder participation. Arkansas
wanted a process that incorporated stakeholder values in the prioritization. Arkansas also
wanted a prioritization that was scientifically defensible and supported by the natural
resource management agencies. The authors looked at the criteria used by surrounding
states to prioritize their watersheds, and then looked at the comparative risk-based
collaborative process used in Arkansas to determine whether Arkansas‘ collaborative risk
assessment matrix approach strengthened the outcomes of the Arkansas program (e.g.,
programmatic priorities). The goal of the study was to collect substantive data so that
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other state NPS managers might be able to replicate and improve stakeholder legitimacy
in similar watershed prioritization projects.
Berkley (2009) takes a case study approach to investigate the role of stakeholders
in assessing progress of adaptive management programs. The author notes that adaptive
management is a stakeholder-driven process, but finds that a ―blind spot‖ exists regarding
stakeholders‘ roles in operations and in progress assessment (Berkley, 2009, Abstract).
The case revolves around the management of the Colorado River Ecosystem through the
operations of the Glen Canyon Dam. In particular, the research focuses on the Adaptive
Management Work Group associated with this enterprise.
The author observes that stakeholder behavior contributes to the complexity of
adaptive management, and therefore, recommends that it should be included in defining
the progress of adaptive management programs. He finds that stakeholder evaluations are
a viable way of identifying barriers to progress. He views the ―critical coalitions‖ concept
as useful in defining problems, developing solutions, and identifying stakeholder
coalitions that can be tapped to assist with problem-solving efforts. He concludes that
integrating stakeholder evaluations into the way that progress is defined helps to ensure
that the results are relevant to stakeholders (Berkley, 2009, p. 137). The author asserts
that failing to consider stakeholder behavior in assessing adaptive management progress
increases the likelihood of overlooking important problems. He recommends making
explicit the differences in the way that various stakeholders define and perceive progress,
and including their views in evaluating progress.
Scholz and Stiftel (2005) focus on water resource management applications and
pertinent institutional arrangements. The editors lay out five core challenges in natural
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resource governance for which we need adaptive institutions. These include: 1)
determining representation; 2) determining the appropriate decision rule; 3) effectively
integrating science into policy making; 4) developing the public‘s and policy-makers‘
shared understanding of the issues; and 5) effective problem solving with respect to
equity, sustainability, and efficiency, as well as situation-specific resource management
goals. The remainder of the book illustrates how collaborative governance can help water
managers address these challenges, presenting nine Florida case studies and a variety of
practitioner and researcher essays.
Ellison (2007) also suggests that viable solutions to many of our pressing water
challenges require modifications to existing institutions (p. 948). Ellison asserts that the
period of big dams, hydroelectric power plants, and agricultural irrigation systems is over
because we have used all such opportunities and allocated all available water. The main
opportunity for improvement now, according to Ellison, is re-allocation of water among
uses to reflect changing water management priorities and institutions. However, it is
particularly difficult for institutions to adapt.
Bates (2011) writes about strategies for better integrating planning efforts for
aquatic and terrestrial resources. In the U.S., our legal and policy institutions for
managing water and land have evolved separately to a remarkable degree. However, the
need to better integrate these two natural resource management paradigms is becoming
critical as a result of the convergence of two factors—population growth and climate
change, including energy production impacts with the latter (Bates, 2011, pp. 6-7). She
notes that the primary strategies for improving integration of land and water management
differ in the western versus the eastern U.S. In the West, the emphasis is on securing
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sufficient water supply to meet the needs of a growing population. In the East, the
emphasis tends to be on protecting water quality from the negative impacts of
development. Two themes run throughout the report: 1) water-conscious land use
planning; and 2) community-conscious water planning. This report sheds light on
demographic and policy trends that are likely to affect or underlie many—perhaps
most—landscape-scale collaboration efforts.
Collaborating in the Terrestrial Natural Resources Management Context.
McKinney, Scarlett, and Kemmis (2010) offer a strategic framework for advancing the
practice of large landscape conservation, based on two policy dialogues and associated
discussions held at the national level in 2009. The authors summarize what was then
known about large landscape conservation. The report is grounded in the description of
conservation initiatives on seven large landscapes. The authors explain the historical
context for this phenomenon and related policy initiatives. They identify five barriers to
large landscape conservation—i.e., a lack of information, capacity, a coordinated
strategy, and appropriate policy tools, as well as fragmented financial investments. The
report concludes with five recommended strategies to encourage large landscape
conservation, including: 1) collect and disseminate information; 2) foster a practitioner
network; 3) offer competitive grants; 4) add to the array of tools available to policymakers; and 5) make creative funding options available. This report is directly relevant to
landscape-scale collaboration, a term that is used interchangeably with large landscape
conservation.
Tuxill, Mitchell, and Brown (2004) report on the second of two workshops jointly
convened by the Conservation Study Institute and QLF/Atlantic Center for the
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Environment at the request of the National Park Service Park Planning and Special
Studies Program to harvest lessons learned about conservation partnerships in the U.S. A
2000 workshop focused on partnerships in the Eastern U.S. and the 2004 workshop
focused on those in the Western U.S. In an introductory letter to colleagues, editors
Mitchell and Brown note that American conservation now recognizes the relationship
between nature and culture; involves larger-scale, interdisciplinary, and cross-jurisdiction
stakeholder collaboration; and is place-based, with respect for local knowledge.
Highlights of the many relevant insights contained in this report include nine elements of
successful partnership areas (Tuxill et al., 2004, pp. 20-24), a conceptual model for
partnerships (pp. 25-27), and an institutional framework for sustainable partnerships (pp.
28-34).
Moote (2013) provides a sourcebook for collaborative stakeholder groups on
ways to adapt their resource management plans and strategies based on monitoring
results. It is based on the experience of nine such stakeholder groups, which are based in
diverse locations around the U.S. The focus of this publication is on providing practical
tools and proven strategies in two areas—―deliberative learning and evaluation‖ and
―adjusting planning and management based on evaluation results‖ (p. 4). An appendix
contains narrative descriptions of each of the nine collaborative resource management
efforts upon which the sourcebook is based.
Chambers, Johnson, McKinney, and Tabor (2010) report on possible ways for
stakeholders to collaborate on managing a specific landscape referred to as the ―Crown of
the Continent.‖ This mountainous 18-million acre area—site of the first international
peace park—spans large portions of the province of British Columbia and the state of
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Montana (Chamber et al., 2010, p. 9). It is the headwaters for rivers that flow into the
Gulf of Mexico, the Pacific Ocean, and Hudson Bay, and it was the ancestral home of the
Blackfeet, Kainaiwa, Ktunaxa, Salish, and Kootenai peoples (p. 13). Some 194,000
people live in the area now, and over 21 state and provincial, federal, Tribal, and First
Nations agencies manage the area‘s resources collaboratively. This report, based on
extensive stakeholder interviews, articulates a range of options for collaboratively
addressing the Crown of the Continent‘s landscape-scale issues. The options are intended
to celebrate, build upon, link, and leverage numerous efforts that are already underway.
Higgins, Serbesoff-King, King, and O‘Reilly-Doyle (2007) bring the landscapescale collaboration lens to bear on the management of invasive plant species in Florida.
The article showcases five successful case studies. In each case, the regional
collaboration approach was shaped by stakeholders to suit the needs of their respective
locales. The authors note that in many cases, the stakeholders had built their confidence
by taking on smaller challenges before launching these larger-scale initiatives. The article
concludes with two work products intended to enable the state to further incentivize such
efforts by private landowners.
Collaborating in the Forest Resource Management Context. Literature on
landscape-scale collaboration as it applies to forest resources can be broken into two
subsets. One portion of this literature addresses national and/or policy applications; the
other addresses place-based applications. I will provide examples in each of these
subcategories below.
National / Policy Perspective. Of primary relevance to the proposed dissertation
is a 2011 report entitled, People Restoring Forests: A Report on the Collaborative Forest
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Landscape Restoration Program. This report, edited by Schwedler and McCarthy and
developed collaboratively by the USDA/Forest Service (USDA/FS) and the Collaborative
Forest Landscape Restoration (CFLR) Coalition Steering Committee, describes the
specific USDA/FS led landscape-scale collaboration program within which I propose to
carry out my dissertation research. The $40 million dollar CFLR Program was
established to restore national forest health, strengthen job stability, increase the
reliability of our wood supply, and reduce forest fire-suppression costs. The program‘s
over-arching goal is to find collaborative and replicable methods of maximizing benefits
from our national forests in terms of people, wildlife, and water.
CFLRP funds are allocated to collaborative forest restoration projects of 50,000
acres or more on a competitive basis; funded projects receive ten years of federal
funding,

subject

to

a

cost-share

requirement.

This

report

summarizes

the

accomplishments of the ten projects funded in the first year of the program (FY 2010)
after the first years (these accomplishments were discussed earlier in this proposal). The
report contains a map of applicant and funded projects, and summary information about
each of the first ten projects funded (location, goals, partners, project results, and contact
information). This is a cornerstone document for the research project proposed.
Butler (2013) looked at the way in which the USFS participated in the
collaborative processes used by the first ten projects funded under the agency‘s
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program.2 Butler found that the agency‘s
participation fell into four different modes, which he labeled ―leadership,‖
―membership,‖ ―involvement,‖ and ―intermittence.‖ These different modes reflect
2

Note that these are the same ten projects that were the focus of this dissertation.

51
different ways that agency personnel balanced the inclination to collaborate with the need
to comply with relevant legislative requirements, such as those contained in the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA). Butler concludes that: 1) fear of FACA can be an
obstacle to collaboration, but not an insurmountable one; 2) it is possible for agency
personnel to participate in a collaborative effort in meaningful ways without fully
integrating into it; 3) agency personnel can participate in collaborative efforts without
giving up their statutory responsibilities—the question is how best to participate; and 4)
―arm‘s length‖ participation by agency staff tended to reduce procedural concerns and
distractions from substantive discussions.
Schultz, Coelho, and Beam (2014) looked at the same cohort of CFLRP projects
as did Butler (2013) and as does this dissertation (pp. 198-206). They focused on the
monitoring component of these projects; the program‘s enabling legislation requires
monitoring of each project for a fifteen year period, and the monitoring plan must be both
designed and implemented collaboratively (Schultz et al., 2014, p. 198). The authors
report on the objectives of the monitoring plans and variables that drove their design (pp.
200-203). They also report on governance arrangements built into these plans, noting that
roles tend to be clearly delineated, but procedures for implementing the plans and
interpreting results tends to be less clear (Schultz et al., 2014, pp. 203-204). Finally, the
authors identify three main challenges to the smooth implementation of the legislative
requirement for multiparty monitoring in the CFLR Program; these include: 1)
differentiating between monitoring and research, since CFLRP funds cannot be used to
fund the latter; 2) meeting the legislative requirement that monitoring funds be used in
the same year in which they are allocated; and 3) obtaining the expertise and time needed
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to implement these plans, given heavy reliance on stakeholder volunteers (pp. 198, 204206).
USDA (2012) reports on an unprecedented dialogue between the U.S. federal
government and American Indian and Alaska Native (AI/AN) Tribal leaders that
generated recommendations from the Tribal leaders on how the USDA can better protect
and accommodate AI/AN sacred sites, consistent with department and agency missions.
The report notes that the Forest Service is responsible for the stewardship of 193 million
acres of public lands, and that ―all or part of every national forest is carved out of the
ancestral lands of AI/AN people,‖ and that the ―historical and spiritual connection‖ of
those AI/AN people to these landscapes remains despite changes in legal stewardship
responsibility (USDA, 2012, pp. 6-7). ―Untold numbers of AI/AN sacred sites are located
on these same lands,‖ although the locations of these sites is closely protected (pp. 6-7).
This USDA/USDA Forest Service report explains that many AI communities‘
believe they have a cultural responsibility to care for the natural world and that doing so
includes specific ceremonies that must take place at these particular sites. The report
contains recommendations in three categories: Relationships and Communication,
Direction and Policy, and On-the Ground Actions. All recommendations in this report
can be construed as recommendations that enhance the US Forest Service‘s capacity to
collaborate at the landscape scale—i.e., in terms of working effectively with tribes to
protect sacred sites.
In his phenomenal book, Wisdom Sits in Places, Basso (2000) shares what he
learned through ethnographic and linguistic field work between 1979 and 1984 with the
Western Apache people in the vicinity of Cibecue, Arizona. He wanted to understand the
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meaning that the Apache invested in the names of particular places. He learned that the
origin of each place-name lies in a story, and that these stories embody all kinds of
cultural wisdom tied to events that happened in that place in the past. Thus, the Apache
people who make their home in the Cibecue area can communicate layers of meaning by
simply referencing a particular place. As Basso observes, ―Apache constructions of place
reach deeply into other cultural spheres, including conceptions of wisdom, notions of
morality, politeness and tact in forms of spoken discourse, and certain conventional ways
of imagining and interpreting the Apache tribal past‖ (2000, p. xv). Basso helps us
understand how a landscape can be integral to the identity of the people who inhabit it—
not just to their current identity, but to their history and evolution of their culture and
hopes to sustain their culture into the future.
Burns and Cheng (2005) studied the collaborative processes used by a number of
national forests in Regions 2 and 4 in revising their forest plans. In Region 2, the forests
included the White River, Bighorn, San Juan, Medicine Bow-Routt, and Grand MesaUncompahgre-Gunnison National Forests. In Region 4, the Dixie and Fishlake National
Forests were included. The authors sought to draw upon the collaborative forest plan
revision processes used by these forests to develop a menu of options upon which other
national forests could draw. The authors believed that use of a collaborative approach in
forest planning strengthens community connections to national forests and other public
lands.
As part of their research process, Burns and Cheng (2005) looked at: 1) the Forest
Service staff awareness of collaboration; 2) the local history and context of collaboration;
3) the role of internal capacity assessment and building capacity; 4) how to develop
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shared expectations about what collaboration would entail; 5) the design of the
collaborative process; and 6) how the collaborative process itself was monitored and
adapted over time. By looking at these six areas, the authors found that the agency
needed to change how it resources and carries out forest planning, including
acknowledging the internal collaboration process and involving community stakeholders
in the in pre-planning process. These practices should be integrated system-wide. The
authors also believed that the Forest Service should view collaboration as a continuous
process and work more sustainably with community stakeholders in collaborative
partnerships.
The Partnership Guide, developed by the National Forest Foundation and the
USDA Forest Service in 2005, is a tool to help agency staff and partners work together
more effectively and efficiently. The Guide provides an overview of how to partner with
the Forest Service; what it takes to build relationships for a successful partnership; how
the Forest Service and partners are organized; what it takes to work with volunteers; how
grants, agreements, and contracting works; an overview of partnership challenges;
conduct and ethics for both the partner and the Forest Service; and the best ways to
communicate to ensure partnership success.
Goldstein and Butler (2009) write about the Fire Learning Network (FLN), which
was jointly established in 2001 by The Nature Conservancy, the USFS, and the US
Department of Interior (DOI). The purpose of the FLN is to develop ecologically-based,
landscape-scale fire restoration plans spanning multiple organizations and jurisdictions,
using a collaborative approach. The need for such an initiative emerged out of
widespread wildfires during 2000. The authors suggest that the concept of a ―social
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imaginary‖ can help us understand how the FLN functions; this concept has its roots in
the work of Anderson (1983, as cited in Goldstein & Butler, p. 1015) on the nation as an
―imagined community.‖ Anderson defined a ―social imaginary‖ as a ―dispersed collective
expectation of how things work now, how they are supposed to work and how to engage
with others to make them work that way‖ (p. 1015).
The authors suggest that a social imaginary reflects bonds of solidarity, even
though community participants do not typically know each other personally. They also
note that interaction is what sustains a social imaginary, even if that interaction is indirect
(e.g., reading the same newspapers, visiting the same monuments). It serves as a
framework that enables community members to ―exercise judgment and select
alternatives within a particular field of action,‖ articulating the ―repertoire of ways to
engage‖ (Goldstein & Butler, 2009, p. 1015). The authors make the case that the FLN‘s
guidelines, protocols, publications, and practices represented a social imaginary,
affording participants working on many different landscapes a common set of
expectations. They argue that this approach effectively supported, rather than
constrained, a collaborative network that has been able to simultaneously ―promote
learning and innovation within place-based collaboration while catalyzing fire
management‘s long-anticipated shift to ecological fire restoration‖ (p. 1014).
Hafer (2001) digests information about a dozen landscape-scale collaborative
management projects in ten states and puts them in context for reference by the forest
products industry. Statistical analysis of the results of a survey of about 420 people
revealed that the main way that industrial private landowners felt they had contributed to
these collaborative processes took the form of their investments of time. The most
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common incentive for them to participate in the collaborative was public recognition,
while the most common reason for participating was doing the ―responsible‖ thing
(Hafer, 2001, p. iii). Participants valued the opportunity to stay up to date on the project,
progress toward meeting project goals, the perception that all participants were treated
equally, and that meetings made good use of participants‘ time (pp. 43-44). They were
most supportive of project goals that were ecological in nature. The biggest change in
partner perceptions toward industrial private landowners occurred in projects with the
highest involvement of such landowners, and involved a shift to more favorable attitudes
toward landowners. Respondents would be open to participating in future collaborative
processes, but would want to observe before deciding. They felt that the most promising
way to protect ecosystems and ―product resources‖ would be to provide landowners with
technical assistance at no cost. They saw the primary obstacle to landscape-scale
collaboration as the cost of incentivizing landowners (p. iii).
Ingram (2011) explores the question of whether effective collaboration is possible
at the landscape scale, or is best employed at the local scale (pp. 1-4). She sets her
analysis in the context of the ―all-lands‖ approach to natural resource management
espoused by Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack, and notes that the USDA Forest
Service sees collaboration as ―both a strategy and a tool‖ for forest management (Ingram,
2011, p. 1). She discusses the importance of scale considerations for both natural resource
management and collaboration, pointing out that what constitutes a ―large‖ scale varies
by organizational affiliation, geography, and management goal. The author refers to a
sense of place as being necessary for effective collaboration, and notes that a sense of
place is ―where biophysical, social, cultural, and political priorities meet on the local
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level‖ (Cheng & Daniels as cited in Ingram, 2011, p. 1). She further affirms that the
effectiveness of a collaborative natural resource management approach depends in part
on how it addresses ―not only biophysical attributes at different geographic scales, but
also the ‗ways of knowing‘ among different communities of interest‖ (p. 1).
The author is dubious as to whether all of this is scalable to the landscape level.
She notes that McKinney et al. (2010, as cited in Ingram, 2011, p. 2) describe landscapescale collaboration as ‗collaborative democracy,‘ and expresses concern that this would
go beyond what the Forest Service thinks of as collaboration. She suggests that larger
scale initiatives have unspecified ―legal and regulatory sideboards that give the Forest
Service less flexibility to engage external nongovernmental interests‖ than is possible at
the local level (p. 2) Ingram is concerned about external parties interpreting landscapescale collaboration as a modified governance paradigm, with unmanageable expectations
regarding inclusive decision-making.
The author notes several Forest Service assets that enable the agency to contribute
effectively to consensus-based collaborative natural resource management efforts. These
include monitoring and measuring results of various treatments on agency lands; the
ability to collect data at varying scales to inform collaborative efforts; the ability to
communicate readily with the public at large; the ability to bring resources to bear to help
carry out local priorities; and the ability to deploy the expertise of a large pool of natural
resource management practitioners. However, Ingram seems to conclude that these assets
are better deployed in support of local-scale collaborative efforts, and that the agency
should work more in a ―cooperative‖ mode for larger-scale efforts (2011, pp. 2-3).
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Daniels (2009) identifies ten Forest Service behaviors that slow collaborative
efforts and limit the results such efforts may be able to achieve. The ten behaviors are: 1)
midstream personnel shifts; 2) unclear decision space; 3) overstepping skills and
relationships; 4) lack of an internal collaborative culture; 5) lack of follow through; 6)
unrealistic expectations; 7) failure to engage in meaningful communication; 8) use of a
hierarchical version of the ―good cop/bad cop‖ tactic; 9) lack of investment in the
objectives of others relative to the agency‘s expectation that others will invest in the
agency‘s objectives; and 10) giving priority to the scientific, while ignoring the symbolic.
These behaviors are tied to: issues and content; internal function and competencies;
persistence; and Forest Service structure. Daniels is encouraged by the conviction that it
is within the purview of individual Forest Service managers to decide whether to use or
abandon each of these practices.
Place-Based Perspective. Five examples of literature focusing on place-based
applications of landscape-scale collaboration to forestry follow. It should be noted,
however, that some of the foregoing examples of works at the national scale draw their
conclusions from place-based cases. There are additional place-based examples of
landscape-scale collaboration under other sections of this proposal (see the water and
terrestrial resource applications). This section focuses on applications to forest resources
in particular.
Cottle (2009) compares two case studies of conservation initiatives in Maine‘s
Northern Forest to explore the results of their different approaches to public involvement.
One project was described as ―top-down,‖ while the other as a ―community-based‖ effort
driven by private local citizens (Cottle, 2009, p. 16). The author found that involving
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local stakeholders earlier resulted in less conflict and greater acceptance of the initiative.
Aspects of the public participation process that were particularly valued by those
involved were opportunities for shared learning and for two-way communication.
Stakeholders‘ preferences regarding the best approach to managing the forest tended
toward the multiple use philosophy, retaining access for the public, ecotourism, and the
concept of a ―working forest‖ (p. 78).
Rankin (2008) seeks to identify barriers impeding the influence of communitybased monitoring groups on decisions related to watershed management in Nova Scotia.
Data was collected through 24 interviews with leaders of such groups and with decisionmakers. Three barriers rose to the fore. The first is limited effectiveness in the way in
which the groups communicated their data to decision-makers. The second is these
groups‘ uncertainty as to the kind of information that would be most useful to the
decision-makers. The third barrier is the absence of management procedures to enable
integration of the information provided by community groups into the decision-making
process. The author then explored watershed partnerships as a way to overcome these
obstacles, and identified the following four keys to success: 1) inclusion of all pertinent
stakeholders; 2) a threshold level of motivation on the part of all participants; 3) financial
support; and 4) involvement of local communities.
Moscovici (2009) investigates the hypothesis that land preservation correlates
with sustainability, using an original model with environmental, economic, and social
components. There are multiple variables associated with each of the three model
components. The research takes place in the context of what the author describes as ―one
of the last intact, privately owned forests in the United States‖ (Moscovici, 2009, p. iv).
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The analysis is quantitative, using multiple linear regression. The author found significant
relationships between land preservation and two variables associated with each of the
three model components. He concludes that state growth management strategies are not
adequate to manage population growth and forest fragmentation. He suggests creating a
new regional growth management and preservation board with responsibility for land use
planning policy and implementation; the board would include representation from three
key states and the Adirondack Region.
Wilson and Crawford (2008) address community-based collaboration in an
assessment of the San Juan National Forest (SJNF) forest-planning effort that took place
from 1998 to 2003. The authors looked at representation and how participation affected
the relationship between a national forest and nearby communities. In particular, the
authors focused on the Community Study Groups, which were involved in the
collaborative process to revise the SJNF forest plan. Using surveys and interviews, the
authors found: disproportionate participation of white males, retirees, or those over 65,
and people active in past forest planning efforts. Tribal participants were not represented.
The authors also found that recreation was the top activity; that ―biodiversity and
wildlife‖ was the top forest value; and that levels of involvement, interaction with forest
management, and networking with other participants were mixed over time. The authors
also found that participants reported gaining knowledge through their Study Group
experiences, and that they were satisfied with SJNF management and would participate in
future planning efforts. Based upon these findings, the authors recommend a broader
definition of ―community‖ in assessing participation (e.g., beyond ―stakeholders‖).
Additional tools are needed to understand internal group dynamics and power. A future
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longitudinal study is needed to see if collaborative learning is integrated into the final
forest planning document.
Bartlett (2012) looks at how group collaboration, with help from an outside
mediator, settled long-standing litigation related to the Dinkey restoration project in the
Sierra National Forest. Prior to the settlement, the parties had been embroiled in litigation
and conflict for 15 years over fuel treatments around the Dinkey Creek area on the Sierra
National Forest. According to the author, a key element in reaching agreement was the
parties‘ ability to trust the mediator in reframing the conflict with potential solutions.
With the leadership of the mediator, the collaboration process went through five stages:
assessment, organization, education, negotiation, and implementation.
The assessment, organization, and education stages helped the parties start
negotiating. In addition to the five stages, there were four steps that were critical to
resolving the conflict, according to the author (Bartlett 2012). First, the Forest Service
had to include a broad range of participants, rather than its inclination to meet with one
major environmental group. Next, the parties needed to establish a conceptual
framework, define their shared purpose and need, and find common ground on current
conditions and long-term objectives. Third, the mediator vetted scientists to serve as
technical experts, taking questions and providing support during meetings. Lastly, the
group used site visits to help develop priorities for specific locations within the project
footprint. Underlying these steps was timely engagement, trust building, implementation
testing, and patience.
Collaborating in the International Context. So far, the PI has discussed the
collaboration literature on landscape-scale natural resource management in the domestic
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context. Much has also been written on this subject in the international context. For
example, Abukhater (2010) analyzes the causes of Middle Eastern trans-boundary water
conflicts, with an emphasis on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. He explores the way in
which resource scarcity interacts with macro-politics, and finds that current water
allocation in the Middle East is out of compliance with the ―equitable and reasonable
utilization‖ and ―no harm‖ principles of international law (p. 387). The author argues that
water is not a source of conflict per se, but rather that ―conflicting representations‖
regarding Middle Eastern water resources and inequitable water sharing are at the root of
this conflict (Abukhater, Abstract, p. 412). He asserts that the need for water can be a
catalyst and vehicle for peace-building, providing that the political will exists to reallocate water resources based on equity. The author suggests that this analysis is broadly
applicable to water conflicts in other arid regions.
Khagram and Ali (2006) offer a synthesis of 30 years of emerging research on the
connection between environmental conditions and human security, and recommend
research priorities going forward. They define human security as ―the survival and
dignity of human beings through freedom from fear and freedom from want‖ (Khagram
& Ali, 2006, p. 405). Themes in scholarship to date include the relationship between
human security and environmental change (including natural disasters and pathogenic
invasions), the relationship between violent conflict and environmental change, and use
of conservation and collaboration to foster peace. They suggest that increased human
security should enable increased environmental conservation.
Relatedly, Gerlack, Varady, and Haverland (2009) explore the concept of
hydrosolidarity—the idea that water resource management decisions should factor in
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ethical and equity considerations. The concept carries with it the beliefs that water is a
human right and ethical issue, and that upstream/downstream water sharing requires
priority attention (Falkenmark as cited in Gerlack et al., 2009, p. 313). Falkenmark‘s
conceptualization of hydrosolidarity is associated with the following five conditions: 1)
use of broad information; 2) organizational structures that support the search for
compromise agreements; 3) embracing public participation; 4) dealing with the social
aspects of water use; and 5) where water use negatively impacts some users, arranging
redress (Duchovny as cited in Gerlack et al., 2009, p. 313).
Duchovny suggests expanding this list of conditions to nine by adding: 6)
allowing national hydrosolidarity to inform state governance; 7) engaging the public in
fostering moral sensitivity; 8) development of a legal framework; and 9) use of
forecasting. Hydrosolidarity has informed collaborative efforts between upstream and
downstream water users, including their efforts to balance social and environmental
concerns. The authors of this paper explore the origins and evolution of the term, a range
of views on the subject, and applications to negotiations, treaty-making, and river basin
institutions (Gerlack et al, 2009).
Delli Priscoli and Llamas (2001) also write about access to water as a human
right; they begin their article with the powerful assertion that, ―The control of water is the
control of life and livelihood‖ (p. 41). They provide statistics on the current gap in our
collective success at meeting the basic water needs of all human beings. The authors
observe that the world‘s water crisis is not due to a fundamental scarcity, but rather to
how we distribute water, its costs, risks, and benefits, and related resources and
knowledge (p. 42). They conclude with thoughts on a new ethic of freshwater
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management (pp. 62-63), asserting that this challenge must be dealt with at a regional
scale and draw upon conflict resolution expertise.
Delli Priscoli and Wolf (2009) provide a comprehensive conflict management
manual for large-scale, trans-boundary water conflicts. They seek to reframe the widelyused metaphor of ―water wars‖ into the more workable challenge of ―preventive
diplomacy‖ and ―water sharing‖ (Delli Priscoli & Wolf, 2009, pp. 28-32). They review
the history of alternative dispute resolution and public participation in trans-boundary
water management, relevant legal frameworks, and institutional models for collaborating
on trans-boundary water resource management, drawing lessons learned from each of
these arenas. They conclude with policy recommendations for funding and development
agencies, international institutions, universities and research agencies, private industry,
and civil society. The appendices include, among other things, descriptions of river basin
organizations on six different continents and eighteen trans-boundary dispute resolution
case studies.
Beach et al. (2000) give a comprehensive orientation to the theoretical and
practice-oriented conflict management literature as it applies to trans-boundary water
conflicts all over the world. They cover conflicts involving both water quantity and
conflicts involving water quality. The theory chapter draws upon organizational theory
(under which the authors include law, institutions, and negotiation theory) and economic
theory. The appendices include 13 trans-boundary dispute resolution case studies, as well
as summaries of related treaties.
Halle (2009) looks at the ways in which natural resources can fuel and sustain
conflict and ways in which natural resources can support peace-building. Ways in which
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natural resources may contribute to conflict include being the subject of conflict, being
used to help finance conflict activities, and serving as an obstacle to peace-building as a
result of incentives for extraction. Conversely, ways in which natural resources may
contribute to peace-building include using them to support economic recovery from the
conflict and sustainable livelihoods, as well as serving as a focal point for cooperative
dialogue. The report also explores the range of direct impacts (e.g., chemical and bomb
debris) and indirect impacts (damage to natural resources around refugee camps) that
conflict can have on natural resources. The author concludes with policy
recommendations organized around six themes, as follows: 1) strengthen early warning
and action mechanisms; 2) enhance natural resource monitoring and protection during
conflicts; 3) include the environment and natural resources as part of peace-building
processes; 4) integrate them into conflict recovery planning; 5) use care in tapping natural
resources as part of the economic recovery process; and 6) consciously make use of
cooperation over natural resources as a peace-building technique (Halle, 2009, pp. 2829).
Gehrig and Rogers (2009) look at water-related conflict resolution in the
international arena. Most of the document pertains to trans-boundary peacemaking
efforts, as seen through human needs and economic development lenses. It covers the
history and causes of intra- and inter-national water conflict, the principles historically
used in the development arena to guide cooperative efforts to manage water challenges
(Catholic Relief Services peace-building principles, Catholic social teaching principles,
indigenous perspectives, gender considerations, human rights, Millennium Development
goals, and international humanitarian law), and how to integrate peace-building principles
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into water resource management. Chapter four is particularly pertinent to landscape-scale
collaboration. Section one offers ideas about a water development agenda, covering
topics such as justice, fostering positive relationships, institutional development, and
using appropriate technology. Section two describes several core conflict transformation
approaches (preparation, negotiation, and monitoring). Finally, section three describes
five archetypal water conflict scenarios (e.g., upstream/downstream conflict, access to
water supply), and ways of applying peace-building principles to each.
Berardo and Gerlak (2012) offer a model for institutions to effectively foster
collaborative solutions in managing rivers shared by two or more nations. Drawing from
a variety of literature about ecological systems, institutional performance, and other
areas, the model first describes two levels for institutions to be effective. The first level
looks at the interstate agreement that governs an international river and the process
design inside the institution that governs how the nations and other stakeholders work
together. The second level looks at how the institution shapes four key components of the
process design. These four components are: transparency; scientific learning; conflict
resolution; and public input and representation. The model then is examined in the
context of Argentina and Uruguay‘s real-life conflict over the Uruguayan government‘s
approval of pulp mill factories to be built along the Uruguay River in 2002, and the role
of the governing institution in the conflict. After applying the model to the Uruguay
River conflict, the authors‘ re-assess their model, giving greater weight to public input
and representation. This new emphasis on public input and representation recognizes the
critical need to obtain input from a broad array of stakeholders before the decisionmaking process.
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Relevance to This Study. As can be seen above, there is a vigorous and growing
interest in how to help human beings work constructively together to wisely steward their
shared natural resources. There is a recognition that pressing human needs depend on our
ability to collaborate, and these needs are likely to intensify with the effects of climate
change. Yet, there is a clear gap in the literature in terms of getting to the heart of this
topic. The PI found no other scholars who have sought to discern the unique
characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration compared to collaboration at other scales.
She could find no one looking at this question in the more specific context of forest
resources, nor in terms of its implications for anything else, let alone collaborative
capacity building strategies. The PI came across only one researcher who drew upon
grounded theory to examine related questions (Williams, 2006); however, this scholar
combined grounded theory with several other theories and models. His focus was on
developing a mechanism for better integrating theory and practice to generate ―actionable
knowledge‖ for use in collaborative public land management (pp. 111, 5-7, 15). His topic
is related to this one, but complementary, in that the PI for the present study sought to
develop theory in one particular area of collaborative public land management. This
study—investigating the unique aspects of collaborating at the landscape-scale in the
forest resource management context and the implications for collaborative capacitybuilding strategies—is a timely undertaking that will speak to an important gap in the
literature.
What Do We Mean By “Collaborative Capacity”?
There is a growing literature on the phenomenon of ―collaborative capacity‖ in
the natural resource management context. The scholarly works highlighted here fall into
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three categories. Several focus on the components, obstacles, and enablers of
collaborative capacity, including scholars that focus on the organizational level and
others who focus on individual competencies. Other works included here focus on
approaches for assessing collaborative capacity. Finally, several more focus on strategies
for strengthening collaborative capacity. Please note that some of these publications are
relevant to more than one of the foregoing categories.
Collaborative Capacity. Cheng and Sturtevant (2012) draw upon the work of
Beckley and others (2008, as cited in Cheng & Sturtevant, 2012) to define collaborative
capacity as: ― the collective ability of a group to combine various forms of capital within
institutional and relational contexts to produce desired results or outcomes‖ (p. 676-677).
By ―various forms of capital,‖ they mean ―the interaction of human capital,
organizational resources, and social capital existing within a given community that can be
leveraged to solve collective problems and improve or maintain the well-being of a given
community‖ (Chaskin as cited in Cheng & Sturtevant, 2012, pp. 676-677). Roach (2007)
defines capacity building as ―nurturing the ability of those responsible for managing
resources to make sound decisions‖ (Barker as cited in Roach, 2007, p. 135).
Brewer and Selden (2000) review several approaches to organizational
performance to determine the key variables that influence the performance of federal
agencies. The authors first reviewed the existing literature on what constitutes a high
performance organization. A high performance organization is defined as ―groups of
employees who produce desired goods or services at higher quality with the same or
fewer resources‖ (p. 687). At the federal level, the authors identified the following
―dummy variables‖ that seem to have the strongest influence on agency performance:
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teamwork; task motivation; the way in which work is structured; efficacy; human capital;
protection for employees; and concern for the public interest. These variables were based
on the authors‘ review, testing, and expansion of existing models. The authors found that
these variables shared a common thread of high levels of stakeholder involvement in
workplace strategies, and that ―performance is higher in agencies that empower
employees, clients, and other stakeholders, and lower in agencies that rely on autocratic
or top-down management strategies‖ (p. 706). The authors believe that further research
should look at whether or not there is a correlation between perceptual and objective
measures of public sector organizational performance.
Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz, Lounsbury, Jacobson, and Allen (2001) analyze
collaboration and multi-stakeholder literature to develop an integrative framework for
how to assess and build collaborative capacity in community coalitions. Collaborative
capacity is defined as the ―conditions needed for coalitions to promote effective
collaboration and build sustainable community change‖ (p. 242. According to the
authors‘ literature review, coalitions need collaborative capacity within their members,
relationships, organizational structure, and sponsored programs. Within ―member
capacity,‖ coalitions must consider: core skills, knowledge, attitudes and motivation. To
build ―relational capacity,‖ coalitions need to facilitate both positive internal and external
relationships. Strong ―organizational capacity‖ requires: a strong leadership base with
necessary skills (e.g., administration and resource development); formal process and
guidelines that affect collaboration work; internal communication methods that facilitate
information sharing and problem-solving; human and financial capacity to get
collaboration work done; and ongoing learning, adaptation, and access to expert
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resources. With respect to ―sponsored programs,‖ coalitions work best when they have
―clear, focused programmatic objectives‖ (p. 256). The authors conclude, based upon
their literature review, the four categories of capacity—member, relationship,
organizational, and sponsored program—are highly interdependent, and practitioners
should assess and encourage communities to constantly develop new collaborative
competencies using this framework to solve new challenges.
Hocevar, Thomas, and Jansen (2006) seek to understand why interagency
collaboration is difficult in preparing for disasters such as Hurricane Katrina and the
September 11, 2011 terrorist attacks, and to understand how to overcome such
challenges. Collaborative capacity is defined as ―the ability of organizations to enter into,
develop, and sustain inter-organizational systems in pursuit of collective outcomes‖ (p.
256). The authors conducted two studies with senior homeland security officials. The
studies used a semi-inductive method. The first study, a workshop with 25 participants,
identified several factors that helped facilitate interagency collaboration and others that
served as a barrier to such collaboration. The success factors were organized around five
themes: purpose and strategy; lateral mechanisms; structure; people; and incentives.
The top three success factors included purpose and strategy, lateral mechanisms,
and incentives. Distrust, competition for resources, and territoriality and turf protection
were the top barriers hindering interagency collaboration, according to the authors
(Hocevar et al., 2006). In the second study, the authors interviewed 26 students in a
Homeland Security masters‘ program. While the second study had a slightly different
emphasis, students found three of the same themes in the success factors—i.e., purpose
and strategy, incentives, and lateral mechanisms. In addition, the students identified
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structure (e.g., committees) as being important for successful collaboration. Based upon
their two studies, the authors caution against relying on interagency collaborative
capacity without further measurements to operationalize the construct.
Looking at past studies, Getha-Taylor (2008) presents the results of a
collaborative study that sought to identify the essential competencies for collaboration
skills for public sector employees. The author‘s study uses certain criterion to show how
superior performers differ from average performers with collaborative competencies.
After defining effective performance criteria and ―superior performers‖ (defined as one
standard deviation above average), Getha-Taylor coded the data to identify collaborative
competencies related to 12 dimensions from the Office of Personnel and Management.
The 12 dimensions include: initiative, organizational awareness, information seeking,
relationship building, interpersonal understanding, team leadership, teamwork and
cooperation, conceptual thinking, analytical thinking, self-confidence, flexibility, and
organizational commitment. Based upon the study, the author found a disconnect
between the actual competencies demonstrated by superior collaborators and human
resource managers‘ beliefs about effective collaborative competencies. Because of this,
the author believes that human resource managers may be rewarding behavior that will
not lead to a more collaborative workforce. The author also believes that interpersonal
understanding, which can only be gained by experience, is the most critical collaborative
competency.
Innes and Booher (2003) developed a model to: a) show how collaborative
processes can build self-governance capacity; and b) to assess the utility of collaborative
planning in filling the gaps in situations where institutional capacity is lacking. Effective
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governance capacity allows people to ―learn, experiment, and adapt creatively to threats
and opportunities‖ (p. 7), according to the authors. It also is self-organizing, working
immediately through ―networked, shared, and distributed intelligence‖ (p. 7). Quoting
Chaskin, the authors‘ working definition of capacity is
the interaction of human capital, organizational resources, and social capital
existing within a given community that can be leveraged to solve collective
problems and improve or maintain the wellbeing of a given community. It may
operate through informal social processes and/or organized effort. (as cited in
Innes & Booher, 2003, p. 295)
Based upon their literature review, that authors contend that there are four categories of
collaborative capacity: member, relationship, organizational, and sponsored program
capacity. The authors then apply their three-part adaptive systems model: an assessment
of project outcomes, organizational performance, and collaborative model effectiveness.
This model is used to evaluate two planning projects of the Collaborative Regional
Initiatives program of the James Irvine Foundation and California State University,
Sacramento‘s Center for Collaborative Policy. The authors believe that collaborative
planning is essential to building governance capacity and should be evaluated to
determine whether or not it helps an organization build capacity and supports
development of a smart, sustainable governance system.
Introducing a number of articles as part of a collaborative forum hosted through
the IBM Center for The Business of Government, Kamensky (2007) makes the case that
population, technology, and structural shifts to horizontal power will lead to greater
horizontal collaborative governance for government managers in the future. Horizontal
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collaboration will be found in delivery of services through ―virtual agencies‖ (e.g.,
recreation.gov), integrated service delivery of several programs through traditional ―brick
and mortar‖ organizations, and delivery of non-routine services like emergency service
response, according to Kamensky. The goal of the forum is to provide a collaborative
governance roadmap for government managers.
Herman Miller, Inc. (2012) researched collaboration on four continents to
determine what it takes to collaborate in the context of the corporate workplace. Given
the premise that corporate success positively correlates with workplace collaboration, the
company looked at event characteristics, worker behavior, technology tools, and office
design to see how corporations can encourage collaboration, noting that people prefer inperson, face-to-face meetings. Also, people who want to collaborate gravitate to the
closest meeting spaces. In addition, the availability of technology in a space determines
the technology the parties will use and how they will interact with each other. Finally,
open, flexible spaces encourage more collaboration by workers. Herman Miller, Inc.
recommends that employers encourage collaboration through the use of space and
provide a variety of well-marked spaces for group collaboration while reducing
individual spaces.
Stern and Coleman (2014) underscore the importance of trust in collaborative
natural resource management (pp. 1-16). They offer a framework for understanding the
variety of forms trust can take, how each may form, and the implications of these
variations for collaborative efforts. They identify four types—dispositional, rational,
affinitive, and procedural trust. The authors also explain the basic elements of trust.
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According to Stern and Coleman (2014), dispositional trust means a propensity to
trust; it can be contextual (e.g., tending to trust someone with an impressive title) or
context-free (as in a trusting individual). Rational trust is of an instrumental nature—i.e.,
based on how one expects the ―other‖ to respond, based on past behavior. Affinitive trust
reflects a person‘s positive perceptions of the other‘s character. Procedural trust refers to
a person‘s confidence in systems of control that provide protection in a particular
situation.
The elements of trust include the ―trustor‖ (person extending trust) and ―trustee‖
(person receiving trust), the interactions between them, and the context. Three qualities of
the ―trustor‖ factor into the extent to which he or she trusts; these include the trustor‘s
disposition, his or relationship to risk, and his or her values with respect to a focal set of
actions (Stern & Coleman, 2014, pp. 3-5). Qualities of the ―trustee‖ that the ―trustor‖
factors into the degree of trust extended include the trustee‘s ability to carry out a
particular set of actions, the trustee‘s integrity, and the trustee‘s benevolence (Mayer et
al. as cited in Stern & Coleman, 2014, p. 3). Contextual factors that influence trust
include the history between the trustor and trustee, ―control systems‖ that may be in place
as a safety net, and relevant social norms (Stern & Coleman, 2014, pp. 3-5).
Moseley et al. (2011) examine two aspects of the collaborative capacities of
community-based

organizations

for

facilitating

collaborative

natural

resource

management. The two components examined included: a) internal characteristics of such
organizations; and b) characteristics of the relationships between these organizations and
other organizations. The team looked at 92 groups or organizations in 11 Western states.
The organizations tended to be small with a quarter having no paid staff and another 30%
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having only part-time staff (Moseley et al., 2011, p. 15). These organizations had very
limited (if any) financial reserves, offered relatively low salaries and benefits, and relied
heavily on volunteers. Most had budgets under $500,000, with revenue largely dependent
on federal funding.
Where a community-based organization lacks capacity, they tend to tap into a
broad network of governmental, non-governmental, and volunteer partners, including
board members, to cover the need. The authors observe that the collaborative and
integrative modus operandi of these community-based organizations often means that
they are effective at facilitating collaborative efforts ―with and for federal agencies,‖ but
they note that about one third of these organizations are not compensated for their
collaborative efforts (Moseley et al., 2011, p. 16). They conclude that such communitybased organizations are an excellent source of collaborative capacity, and yet, they are
very vulnerable financial footing. To the extent that federal agencies need to rely on such
organizations to fill gaps in their own capacities, the agencies need to budget resources to
ensure they can count on this source of support.
Organizational

Capabilities

Required

to

Implement

Collaborative

Governance. Cheng and Sturtevant (2012) include a very helpful review of literature on
collaborative capacity in the community context, finding four components to the concept.
These include: 1) assets that the community has or can access, be they natural, human,
social, or economic; 2) variables that either enable or impede the community‘s efforts to
mobilize such assets to achieve their goals; 3) the process of harnessing those assets
within the particular ―institutional and relational contexts‖ in which the community is
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working; and 4) the outcomes, such as improved forest conditions (Cheng & Sturtevant,
2012, p. 677).
Fountain (2013) provides a guide for federal managers seeking to engage in crossagency collaboration in light of the passage of the Government Performance and Results
Act Modernization Act (GPRAMA) of 2010, which was enacted January 4, 2011.
According to Fountain, GPRAMA requires the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) to provide cross-agency priority outcome-oriented and management improvement
goals. This need for effective cross-agency collaboration arises from four institutional
constraints: the silo-nature of federal agencies; mixed signals from Congress; unclear
lines of accountability; and a budget process that fails to encourage sharing. A 2008
General Accounting Office (GAO) report suggested working with OMB to determine
viable legal and policy changes to help fund collaborative efforts.
Cross-agency management requires pulling together the right expertise, talent,
and resources; creating the right problem-solving and conflict resolution arrangements;
and creating and enforcing the rules. A ―collaborative manager‖ must be able to work
with people with different perspectives; show fairness; listen actively; share and be
flexible; think out of the box; form strong professional relationships; communicate
openly; and take measured risks, the author believes (Fountain, 2013).
Collaborative teams must meet five conditions to be effective. The team must
have: clear boundaries with interdependent members and steady memberships; tight focus
on the desired outcomes, not just the process; a viable structure for carrying out the
team‘s charge; adequate resources and support from outside the group; and a champion to
help when needed (Fountain, 2013). Whether a team or individual, keys to success
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include trust, consistency, and networks. With respect to the organizational processes that
encourage cross-agency collaboration, Fountain believes the following are key: setting
big goals; detailing responsibilities and duties; formalizing agreements; pursuing shared
operations; obtaining sufficient resources; building effective communication channels;
and adapting through shared learning.
Based upon her findings, Fountain makes two types of recommendations: one for
OMB and White House policymakers and the other for agency managers tasked with
executing cross-cutting collaboration proposals. These recommendations largely track
Fountain‘s findings regarding skills needed for effective collaboration. For OMB and
White House policy-makers, Fountain recommends: 1) developing cross-agency
management guidance on collaboration; 2) staying engaged to help enable and ―enforce‖
cross-agency collaboration; 3) working with Congress to shape institutional directives
that support cross-agency collaboration; 4) identifying shared systems and technology
capable of reuse and modifications to drive ―cross-agency streamlining and
collaboration;‖ and 5) integrating cross-agency capacity building into the performance
evaluation of senior executives (Fountain, 2013, pp. 32-33). For agency managers,
Fountain recommends: setting and communicating clear goals; aligning working group
structures to collaboration tasks; establishing clear duties and responsibilities; creating
formal agreements; creating common operations and shared resources to support goal
achievement; and creating shared performance metrics.
Beyerlein, Freedman, McGee, and Moran (2003) discuss how organizations can
collaborate effectively internally across boundaries, and externally with partners and
vendors. The authors believe that the following ten principles are key to efficient,
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effective collaboration for companies: 1) collaboration should focus on attaining
business goals; 2) organizational systems should foster shared ownership; 3) there must
be a handful of behavioral norms to which employees are held accountable; 4)
convergence and divergence opportunities must be leveraged; 5) tradeoffs must be
managed; 6) information sharing must be promoted at higher levels; 7) accountability
should be nurtured; 8) key authority and decision making must be aligned; 9)
collaboration must be used as a disciplined process; and 10) organizations should be
designed to be flexible. Organizations that follow these principles concurrently will
achieve collaborative capacity at the organizational level, according to the authors.
Slemp (2009) observes that sustainable community-based watershed management
initiatives typically involve participatory decision making. He notes that social capital
and leadership are two variables that support the success of such initiatives. His data
suggest that there are four types of indicators of a community‘s watershed management
capacity—individual, relational, organizational, and programmatic (Slemp, 2006, pp.
120-121). The author concludes that three ingredients for the success of communitydriven watershed management initiatives are a sustainable vision, leadership, and intergroup networking (p. iii).
Hansen and Tapp (2010) assert the value of a new corporate leadership role—i.e.,
a ―Chief Collaboration Officer (CCO)‖ (p. 1). While they address a corporate audience,
their ideas may be transferrable to the public sector as well. They envision the role of the
CCO being to make the business case for collaboration, help the company set goals that
are tied to the bottom line and require collaboration to achieve, to align the company to
implement the business case, and to facilitate the intra-organizational (cross-silo)
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collaboration needed to do so. The authors suggest that this role can be taken on by any
of a number of existing executives, including the Chief Information Officer, the head of
Human Resources, the Chief Operating Officer, the Chief Financial Officer, or the head
of strategy. The job should fall to the executive who is the most effective collaborator.
Berlioux (2008) focuses on collaborative leadership in the context of a wildfire
prevention/forest restoration partnership on Northern Arizona‘s public forests. The author
used a phenomenological approach to understand how partnership leaders experienced
collaborative leadership. He then explores implications for leadership theory that might
inform leadership approaches in other situations where there is no existing hierarchical
relationship between affected parties. The author finds that collaborative leadership is
influenced by leaders‘ traits, behaviors, methods of exerting power and influence,
situational factors, and the reciprocal relationship between leaders and followers
(Berlioux, 2008, pp. 209-210); he concludes that these factors combine to form ―an
emerging anatomy of holistic collaborative leadership‖ (p. iv). He makes the point that
leaders need to understand collaboration in order to lead it. Berlioux suggests that factors
contributing to the success of a collaborative process include having a common goal,
sufficient resources, and competence in collaborative leadership (pp. 209-210).
Booher (2004) suggests that the way in which a collaborative governance process
is carried out is critical to its success, and that leaders can do much to prepare the way for
effective collaboration (pp. 43-45). More specifically, he suggests that leaders can ―create
the space‖ for the use of collaboration by convening collaborative forums (p. 44). They
can establish mechanisms through which others can initiate collaboration, and they can
provide resources, political support, and facilitative leadership.
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Donahue (2004) offers a tentative list of six pertinent skills (or functional
capabilities) needed to govern collaboratively (p. 8). These include appraisal, analysis,
assignment (recruiting parties to take on particular tasks in a collaborative endeavor),
architecture (design), assessment, and adjustment. He also points out that there are three
basic ways that government can engage ―external capacity‖ when necessary; these
include requiring it; incentivizing it; and/or collaborating for mutual gain (p. 1).
Presumably, a leader wishing to use collaborative governance effectively must also
possess competency in the use of these three strategies.
McKinney and Johnson (2009) offer recommendations for strengthening regional
collaboration, which each implies a collaborative competency (pp. 141-145). One of their
recommendations, for example, is to cultivate a constituency that actively supports
regional collaboration. Another is to establish institutional and legal incentives for
regional collaboration. Milward and Provan (2006) describe five inter-related
responsibilities of network managers (pp. 18-24). These include management of
accountability, legitimacy, conflict, design, and commitment.
Manring (1998) suggests a number of organizational policy changes within the
USFS that could help reconcile disparate impacts between benefits that accrue to the
Agency from using ADR to resolve forest plan appeals compared to the costs that accrue
to individual staff members involved. Her recommendations include: a) officially
endorsing the use of ADR in agency regulations; b) adjusting workloads to free up time
for the agency negotiators to focus on the ADR process; c) adjusting resource
management targets for accomplishments so that they reflect the time it takes to build
consensus; d) adjusting organizational award structures to provide recognition for the
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effective use of ADR in resolving issues; e) investing in proactive consensus-building
more frequently to avoid the escalation of conflict; and f) developing the competencies
necessary to work collaboratively internally as well (Manring, 1998, pp. 286-288).
Leong et al. (2011) discuss the need to adjust organizational culture, institutional
systems, and resource allocation to give personnel the confidence to use collaboration as
a standard operating procedure (p. 241). They suggest that the ―influential decisionmakers at mid-levels who control funding and set rewards‖ represent a key set of players
in shifting this paradigm (Leong et al., 2011, p. 241). In order to further the use of
collaboration in watershed management initiatives, the USDA (2006a) recommends: a)
training both agency personnel and community members so they are better able to build
networks of relationships and work collaboratively; b) clarifying for personnel the
agency‘s stance and sideboards regarding the use of collaboration; c) prioritizing
partnerships and protecting their flexibility to be innovative from premature integration
into the agency‘s organizational structure and culture; and d) developing ―organizational
structures, mechanisms, and performance incentives to support collaboration, flexibility,
and information sharing between public and private parties‖ (p. 15).
As discussed earlier in this literature review, Daniels (2009) discusses ten Forest
Service behaviors that impede collaborative efforts and limit the potential benefits.
Implications for organizational scale collaborative capacities include the need to manage
the timing of personnel re-assignments to avoid disrupting collaborative processes in
which the individual is immersed; the importance of vertical alignment so that the
organizational representative can speak for the organization; and the importance of
cultivating a collaborative organizational culture.
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Kamensky (2012a) summarizes several key actions that will help government
managers be transformational leaders in the era of tight budgets. These actions are taken
from an IBM Center 2011 report, ―A Leader‘s Guide to Transformation: Developing a
Playbook for Successful Change Initiatives,‖ by Robert Reisner. Reisner (as cited in
Kamensky, 2012a, p. 1) defines transformation as ―moving from one state to a
fundamentally new one that builds upon the DNA of the traditional enterprise‖ with the
transformed organization as ―agile, innovative, decentralized, and technology-savvy.‖
According to Kamensky, Reisner describes several interactive steps that are critical for
transformation. The transformation must include a compelling game plan that is aligned
with the organization‘s mission and a strong, focused ―innovation process.‖ Finally, it
must occur strategically and sustainably.
Keegan (2011) briefly focuses on what it takes to solve complex or ―wicked‖
challenges that are beyond the capacity of one government agency to solve (p. 50). These
challenges require an ―integrated system of relationships‖ (i.e., a managed network) and
visionary leadership that gets results through collaborative action, according to Keegan
(2011, p. 50). This applies to both formal and informal relationships.
Assessing an Organization’s Collaborative Capacity. Several authors have
documented practical approaches for assessing collaborative capacity. DuPraw et al.
(2012) share an on-line instrument developed to assess the US Army Corps of Engineers‘
(USACE‘s) collaborative capacity. To identify the elements of collaborative capacity that
would provide the foundation for this assessment instrument, a team coordinated by the
third party conducted a literature review. The original literature review covered the policy
milieu, systems design, and collaborative capacity in the water resources context (U.S.

83
Army Corps of Engineers, 2011). DuPraw et al. (2012) offer a synopsis of this literature
review (along with the resulting assessment tool)3.
The authors sought to design an assessment instrument that could identify the
aspects of USACE‘s collaborative capacity that were functioning well and those that
warranted attention (DuPraw et al., 2012). With this in mind, they consulted the literature
on dispute systems design to inform the development of a framework through which to
conceptualize the elements making up the phenomenon of collaborative capacity. Further,
the authors explored the literature to identify enabling factors, as well as impediments, to
an organization‘s use of collaboration. Most importantly, the authors surveyed the
literature to identify the primary elements of the phenomenon, ―collaborative capacity.‖
This exercise pointed to five such components, including: 1) leadership and the sense of
agency to employ collaboration when appropriate; 2) individual knowledge and skills; 3)
resources and time; 4) organizational procedures that incentivize collaboration; and 5) the
culture of the organization in question. The final report of this Collaborative Capacity
Assessment Initiative was published in the spring of 2011 as ―The State of Collaboration
in the Corps: A Field Perspective.‖
Cheng and Sturtevant (2012) offer a collaborative capacity assessment framework
for forest management on public lands, based on thirty case studies and direct observation
(pp. 675-689). It is intended for use within a paradigm of community-driven forest
management, and its focus is on the collaborative capacity of the community, not the
public lands management agency involved. However, the authors suggest that the
3

The full report can be found at:
http://www.iwr.theCorps.army.mil/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&catid=21%3 Acpcpublic-participation-tools&id=742%3Acollaborative-capacity-assessment-initiative&Itemid=19. The
complete literature review is available as an appendix to this report.
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framework also provides a tool for supporting organizations to target potential
investments in collaborative capacity enhancement. The proposed collaborative capacity
assessment framework has six dimensions, or ―arenas of collaborative action‖ (pp. 677686), including organizing, learning, deciding, acting, evaluating, and legitimizing. Each
of these dimensions includes multiple forms of collaborative capacity, spanning three
―levels of social agency‖ (pp. 677-678)—the individual participant, the organization, and
the multi-stakeholder collaborative group.
Weber, Lovrich, and Gaffney (2007) seek to identify dimensions of collaborative
capacity and offer a ―multidimensional collaborative capacity assessment framework‖ for
measuring changes in collaborative capacity (p. 194). They explore the framework‘s
utility in the context of two case studies, both involving a collaborative approach to
achieving US Endangered Species Act (ESA) compliance, and both jointly sponsored by
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife. The authors conceptualize collaborative capacity in this context as
having two main dimensions. The first is vertical integration among federal and state
entities, non-governmental organizations, and citizens, focused on legal authority,
compliance, and program implementation; the chief measure of capacity is the
compliance rate. The second dimension is horizontal integration between agencies and
community-based organizations; the authors used two measures for horizontal
integration—commitment to program goals and social capital. The authors define
―capacity‖ as involving more than one ―implementation effort,‖ a combination of vertical
and horizontal collaborative capacity outcomes, and outcomes with respect to
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partnerships linking both vertical and horizontal relationships (Weber et al., 2007, p.
196).
Using surveys, the investigators measured the collaborative capacity impacts
resulting from the two sponsoring agencies‘ efforts to achieve ESA compliance in two
conservative rural communities (Weber et al., 2007). The cases had quite different
outcomes, with one showing enhanced collaborative capacity and one decreased capacity
for most measures. The authors identify follow-up investigations they feel are needed to
fully understand the differing results.
Strategies for Building Collaborative Capacity. The USDA (2006c) offers four
management recommendations that all relate to collaborative capacity building. The first
one calls for integration of science into collaborative processes. The second calls for tools
and training to strengthen the collaborative capacity of both individuals and communities
to better enable them to work together on watershed protection and restoration. The third
suggests that, ―Revisions of the institutional framework within and among agencies are
needed to reduce barriers to collaborative success and ensure that collaboration becomes
an integral way of doing business‖ (p. 20). The fourth recommends drawing upon
sociology in the quest to remove barriers to collaboration and build collaborative
capacity.
In February 2008, the US Government Accountability Office (GAO) published a
report to the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Public Lands and Forests, U.S. House of
Representatives, and the Chairman of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources,
U.S. Senate (GAO, 2008). The inquiry had three objectives: 1) to learn from experts
about collaborative management‘s potential to help federal managers solve complex
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natural resource issues; 2) to see how and to what extent collaborative management has
reduced disputes and enhanced conditions; and 3) to determine the scope of challenges
faced by federal managers when they used collaborative approaches and how these
challenges were addressed.
With respect to the first question, GAO (2008) found that inclusive, multistakeholder collaborative resource management both reduces disputes and litigation, and
improves the condition of natural resources. As part of its second objective, the GAO
looked at seven successful collaborative resource management efforts. These included:
the Blackfoot Challenge, the Cooperative Sagebrush Initiative, the Eastern Upper
Peninsula Partners in Ecosystem Management, the Malpai Borderlands Group Onslow
Bight Forum, the Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Area
Advisory Council, and the Uncompahgre Plateau Project.
The report found that six of the efforts reduced or prevented natural resourcerelated conflicts. In addition, despite the lack of quantifiable data to show broad-scale
impact, each of the seven efforts used one or more of the following collaborative
practices: inclusive representation; collaborative processes; flexibility, transparency, and
respect; clear goals; leveraging of existing resources; economic incentives; and results
monitoring. According to the experts, collaborative practices alone are not a measure of
collaborative management success. Success depends on the ability to raise participation
and cooperation levels, and to enhance natural resource conditions. Further, the report
found that federal natural resource managers face several key challenges, including how
to: 1) improve the collaboration-related skills of employees; 2) make thoughtful decisions
about whether or not to participate in a particular collaborative effort; 3) maintain
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employees‘ continued participation in collaboration; 4) measure and monitor
participation and responsibility; 5) share information about collaboration experiences;
and 6) use collaboration within the federal statutory and/or agency policy framework.
Finally, in light of its findings, the GAO report made a number of
recommendations that would support future use of collaborative natural resource
management for federal managers: providing assessment tools to help managers
determine when and how to participate in collaborative management; providing ―lessons
learned‖ regarding monitoring at the landscape level; bringing together groups through
periodic meetings and conferences; working with OMB to determine viable legal and
policy changes to help fund collaborative efforts; and developing a plan—including
goals, actions, and work groups—for implementing the Cooperative Conservation
initiative.
Williams (2006) focuses on developing a mechanism for bridging theory and
practice to better yield ―actionable knowledge‖ in the service of collaborative public land
management (pp. iii, 5-7). Because land management plans must be tailored to a
particular situation and context, the author questions the assumption attributed to
traditional public land managers that empirical findings can be directly applied in the
field. His approach starts with the challenge, poses ―what if‖ questions, offers a
diagnostic framework, and includes measures of success. In developing this proposed
approach for bridging theory and practice, the author draws upon methods from
organizational development (sharp-image diagnosis methodology) and qualitative
research (grounded theory). He builds upon the recognition-primed decision model from
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the world of decision research, and sense-making theory from organizational psychology
arena.
McKinney and Johnson (2009) suggest including collaborative leadership
capabilities in university curricula and other training programs and fostering philanthropy
in this arena (pp. 141-145). Goldstein and Butler (2010) illuminate the emerging
phenomenon of a ―community of practice‖ as a collaborative capacity building strategy,
using the Fire Learning Network as a focal case. This network links participants from
numerous individual, landscape-scale collaborative processes into a joint learning
network. The authors suggest that communities of practice are a different, but
complementary, phenomenon relative to multi-stakeholder collaboration. They indicate
that the former arose from the business arena and is particularly suited for increasing
expertise, and imply that the latter arose from the planning arena as a method of building
consensus and resolving conflict (Goldstein & Butler, 2010, p. 239). The article contains
a brief review of the development of the two approaches.
The authors recommend combining them to maximize effectiveness in addressing
challenges that cross spatial, organizational, or temporal scales. The benefits of doing so
are reported to include the capacity to cost-effectively foster and disseminate
―customized, contextually relevant‖ expertise; grow, support, and sustain collaborative
networks; and spin off additional collaborative processes. The authors also suggest that
this combined approach ―amplifies the potential for change‖ because it: a) cultivates
―cohesion without disabling control‖; b) inspires joint endeavors; and c) ―magnifies
impact on policy and institutions‖ (Goldstein & Butler, 2010, p. 245).
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Leong et al. (2011) focus on how to diffuse a collaborative approach to
governance more broadly throughout agencies within the U.S. Department of Interior
(DOI). It is written jointly by two DOI employees and an academic expert. They base
their findings on: a) key informant interviews; and b) analysis of relevant law and policy.
The authors find that interviewees articulated quite individualistic approaches to enacting
their shared desire for widespread public engagement and for evaluating such processes,
and were not readily able to suggest best practices across agencies (Leong et al., 2011, p.
240).
Leong et al. (2011) collectively identify a range of agency needs that, if fulfilled,
would help agencies embrace a public engagement paradigm more widely. One overarching need is to build staff capacity to carry out public engagement activities, rather
than relying on contractors. Relatedly, interviewees articulate a specific need to
strengthen the capacity of agency staff to design public engagement approaches that are
tailored to particular goals or outcomes. A study by Langridge (2008) underscores the
importance of being able to tailor collaborative strategies to different stakeholder groups
because they prefer different collaborative practices. This variation in preferences may
reflect regional, political, or geographic differences, different scientific fact patterns, or
simply different preferences regarding approach.
Interviewees suggest the development of resources and standardized diagnostic
tools to help agency personnel develop their ability to design collaborative processes to
fit a particular situation and the needs set of a particular set of stakeholders. Another
identified need is establishing reward mechanisms for both employees and external
stakeholders for the effective use of public engagement.
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Relevance to This Study. Because this study ultimately seeks to inform the
collaborative capacity building approaches of organizations involved in landscape-scale
collaboration on forest management, the considerable literature on collaborative capacity
provides a key context in which to situate the proposed study. As noted, in the natural
resource management arena, the collaborative capacity literature falls into three main
categories: 1) works that speak to the components, obstacles, and enablers of
collaborative capacity; 2) works that offer approaches for assessing collaborative
capacity; and 3) works that focus on how to strengthen collaborative capacity. This study
is expected to contribute to addressing all three of these topics. The research question,
―What is unique about collaborating at the landscape scale?‖ should enrich our
understanding of the components of collaborative capacity, obstacles, and enablers to the
use of collaboration in that particular arena. The research question, ―What are the
implications for collaborative capacity building strategies?‖ will clearly speak directly to
ways of strengthening collaborative capacity. The research question, ―What is the
relationship between landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution?‖ is
expected to speak to components, obstacles, and enablers of collaborative capacity. The
methodology used for this study as a whole affords another tool for assessing
collaborative capacity.
Research to Help Us Understand Collaborative Governance.
Bingham and O‘Leary (as cited in Leong et al., 2011) point out that a
comprehensive, interdisciplinary theory of collaborative management would put the
public engagement paradigm on more equal footing with traditional scientific
management based on the shared foundation of evolutionary biology and ecology (p.
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241). Donahue (2004) suggests that further work is needed in four aspects of
collaborative governance (pp. 5-8). These include refining our grasp of the concept;
documenting its use empirically; evaluating various forms of collaborative governance
for effectiveness; and operationalizing it through the use of best practices.
McKinney and Johnson (2009) recommend research into the obstacles to regional
collaboration and ways of overcoming these obstacles. They note that most regional
collaboration has occurred in either metropolitan contexts or in the context of river basin
management; they recommend exploring applications to mega regions, rapidly-changing
rural areas, and ―large, mixed-ownership landscapes and ecosystems,‖ as well as the
relationship between population-based mega regions and their associated ecological
regions (p. 144). McKinney and Johnson also note the need for a richer understanding of
the structure and function of large landscape conservation initiatives, and call for further
developing the ―prescriptive framework‖ for collaborative regional governance (p. 3).
Khagram and Ali (2006) call for research into the hypothesis that strengthening
human security will make possible expanded environmental conservation. The authors
also suggest the need for research on the environmental impact of violence (including its
build-up and aftermath) and of security institutions such as military-industrial complexes.
They specifically encourage the inclusion of interpretivist studies in their recommended
research agenda—i.e., looking at the way in which variations in social understanding of
the environment and of security issues affect outcomes. Beach et al. (2000) highlight the
need for further research in two areas: 1) the circumstances that lead to water conflicts;
and 2) similarities across natural resource conflicts, in order to develop predictive
capabilities.
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The USDA (2006a) contains six research recommendations related to furthering
the use of collaboration in watershed management. Of particular relevance here is the
suggestion to conduct more ―social science research on how to more effectively build
capacity to use collaborative processes effectively, along with ways to connect such
theory and research to application on the ground‖ (p. 16). Rankin (2008) suggests future
research on the effectiveness of watershed partnerships; she recommends examining their
role in a future provincial water strategy, looking at how partnerships adapt to the
changing needs of local decision-makers, and exploring the role of aboriginal and other
minority groups in watershed decision-making (pp. 80-81). Berlioux (2008) recommends
further study of collaborative leadership in the context of regional partnerships and a
range of societal problems in order to develop a robust collaborative leadership model
(pp. 209-210). Whitall (2007) calls for further research into trust-related network
dynamics and associated effects on both the larger community and institutional
relationships (pp. 93-94).
Relevance to This Study. The research recommendations contained in the above
literature provide further context for the proposed study. By elucidating the phenomenon
of landscape-scale collaboration, it helps us strengthen our grasp on the concept of
collaborative governance, consistent with the recommendation of Bingham and O‘Leary
(as cited in Leong et al., 2011, p. 241). Bingham and O‘Leary also call for a
―comprehensive, interdisciplinary theory of collaborative management (p. 241). Although
the present study is not quite that ambitious, it contributes an important set of building
blocks toward that desired comprehensive theory. This study is responsive to the
recommendations of Donahue as well as McKinney and Johnson, in that it will serve to:
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a) better illuminate the basic concept of collaborative governance as it is applied at the
landscape-scale in the U.S. forest management context (Donahue, 2004, pp. 5-8); and b)
explore applications of regional collaboration to ―large, mixed-ownership landscapes and
ecosystems‖ (McKinney & Johnson, 2009, p. 144).
The USDA (2006a) offers recommendations regarding research into the social
side of watershed restoration to support effectiveness, including research on collaborative
capacity building strategies and methods for how to apply related theory and research
findings ―on the ground‖ (p. 16); this study speaks directly to both of these topics. The
USDA recommends: 1) better integrating of science into collaborative initiatives; 2)
providing capacity-building tools and training for individuals and communities; 3)
revising agencies‘ institutional frameworks to reduce barriers to successful collaboration
and integrate collaboration into the way agencies carry out their business; and 4) tapping
into sociology for insight on how to remove barriers to collaboration and strengthen
collaborative capacity (2006c, p. 20). This study generated informant insights on all four
of these topics. The findings from this study also reinforce the emphasis of Whitall
(2007) on the importance of trust and illuminates related dynamics.

94
Chapter 3: Research Framework and Methodology
Selected Research Framework
This research project was primarily informed by an interpretivist frame of
reference. The interpretivist perspective reflects the view that human beings‘ study of
other human beings can only be a subjective endeavor (Denzin as cited in Willis, 2007, p.
160). There are two core principles underlying interpretivism. The first, relativism, refers
to the belief that how we understand reality is shaped by what we experience in our
individual lives and by the culture in which we live. The second, rationalism, refers to the
belief that to fully understand the reality in which we live, we have to use our cognitive
faculties; we cannot depend solely on what we see and hear.
Interpretivism is one of the three most frequently-used research frameworks in the
social sciences. The other two are: 1) positivism (and post-positivism); and 2) critical
theory. Interpretivism arose as an alternative to positivism. Positivists believe that there
are universal laws that explain human behavior and we can discover them using the
scientific method; they tend to value quantitative methods over qualitative. A postpositivist paradigm is well-suited to the study of the natural world (as distinct from social
phenomena). The roots of critical theory lie in Marxism, and this research paradigm has a
strong ideological focus on social justice (Willis, 2007, pp. xx, 8-9, 44-54). The effort to
strengthen social justice—reflected in the critical theory paradigm—is important,
ubiquitous, and unending.
Methodology
The PI employed constructivist grounded theory methods in carrying out this
investigation, following Charmaz (2011). Grounded theory is the primary qualitative
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research methodology that enables the researcher to go beyond describing a particular
phenomenon to develop an explanatory and/or predictive theory about it (Creswell, 2007,
p. 63). Grounded theory scholars tend to study social processes and/or human behavior
(Strauss & Corbin as cited in Creswell, 2007, p. 63). Corbin and Strauss (1990) suggest
that the purpose of grounded theory research is to produce
a well-integrated set of concepts…. that explain as well as describe. It may also
implicitly give some degree of predictability, but only with regard to specific
conditions… grounded theory seeks not only to uncover relevant conditions, but
also to determine how the actors respond to changing conditions and to the
consequences of their actions. (p. 5)
It must speak to the processes at work in the phenomenon observed (e.g., stages, steps,
or differing reactions to different conditions).
The researcher develops theory inductively from qualitative data collected
through interviews with between twenty and sixty individuals who have direct experience
with the phenomenon. The researcher analyzes the data by coding it in several systematic
rounds, with each round growing more general and theoretical—i.e., first coding phrases,
then categories, then themes (Glaser & Strauss, 2009). Finally, the scholar identifies the
most salient codes (or elements of the phenomenon) and the relationship between them.
Corbin and Strauss (1990) explain that the basic unit of analysis in grounded
theory is a concept—not the original observation, but what the researcher thinks that
observation is, means, or represents (as indicated through the code or label that the
researcher assigns to it) (p. 7). Concepts are then categorized; this goes beyond grouping
them, to include definition of the categories‘ unique characteristics—i.e., ―dimensions of

96
the phenomenon it represents, conditions which give rise to it, the action/interaction by
which it is expressed, and the consequences it produces‖ as well as variations in how all
this plays out (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, pp. 7-8). Eventually, the researcher must commit
to a central category that links it all together and ―captures the whole shebang‖ (p. 14).
The authors note that it is through such ―specification‖ that categories acquire
explanatory potential. The theory emerges by showing how these categories relate to each
other. The authors also advise analyzing how ―broader conditions‖ such as economic
conditions and cultural values fit into the theory. They suggest mapping ―a set of
decreasingly inclusive circles embracing different conditions, beginning with the broad
ones … and moving inward to conditions progressively narrower in scope‖ (p. 11). The
authors explain, ―We should not simply note that the increased specialization among
physicians has affected the organization and performance of work in intensive care
nurseries. Rather, we must specify how particular features of increased specialization link
with the organization and performance of work to produce the resulting consequences‖
(Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 12).
Creswell (2007) suggests that grounded theory is one of the five qualitative
research methodologies most commonly used in the social sciences; the other four are
case study, phenomenological, narrative, and ethnographic research (pp. 5-9, 57-80).
While the latter four methods of inquiry may lead to the development of theory, this is
typically not their main objective (as it is for grounded theory). Creswell describes
narrative analysis as the study of ―experiences as expressed in lived and told stories of
individuals‖ (p. 54), and indicates that studies using narrative analysis for a methodology
focus on the stories of a small number of people (usually just one or two) whereas theory
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development in the social sciences must be based on the experience of numerous people
to be broadly applicable.4 Phenomenology, which focuses on discerning the essence of a
particular phenomenon, generates description (albeit wonderfully nuanced description).
Ethnography strives to develop an understanding of one particular culture; however,
landscape-scale collaboration involves so many stakeholders due to its large geographic
scope that they are most likely to reflect multiple cultures.
Case study methodology is considered best suited for ―particularization‖ rather
than the generalization inherent in theory development (Stake, 1995, pp. 7-8). By this,
Stake means gaining an in-depth understanding of a selected issue within the context of
one particular ―bounded system‖ (pp. 7-8). Case study methodologists generally seek to
understand one particular issue by conducting detailed analysis of one or several cases.
They undertake cross-case analysis when hoping to make a contribution to theory, but
even then, generally do not examine more than about five cases for a single study.
Some scholars have combined case study and grounded theory methodology
(Andrade, 2009; Lauckner, Paterson, & Krupa, 2012). They used case study methods for
data collection and grounded theory methods for data analysis. Andrade used this
combined methodology in a doctoral study of whether and how information technology is
transforming social interaction in six communities of the Peruvian Andes. He focused his
sampling strategy on users of each community‘s ―infocentro,‖ which seems to refer to a
facility offering computer access to the public (Andrade, 2009, p. 50). Lauckner et al.
(2012) describe the methodological decision-making process used by Lauckner in her

4

Note that Creswell (2007, p. 54) distinguishes between ―narrative analysis‖ as a methodology vs. the
analysis of ―narratives‖ as a phenomenon. The latter presumably may involve study of numerous
narratives, while the former focuses on the stories of only one or two people.
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doctoral study of the ways in which the community development paradigm is being
incorporated into the occupational therapy profession in Canada. Her study involved
three cases, each of which centered on a clinical program. This combined case study/
grounded theory methodology offers a robust alternative approach for developing theory
based on case studies.
The PI sought to develop a substantive theory in the area of landscape-scale
collaboration on forest resource management. Grounded theories can be divided into
substantive and formal theories. Substantive theories focus on a particular context—i.e.,
collaboration on forest resource management, while formal theory applies to multiple
contexts—i.e., collaboration on management of any natural resource (Charmaz, 2011, p.
8).
To develop a substantive theory, the PI needed to look at multiple collaborative
initiatives within a particular context. The PI chose the USFS‘ CFLR program for a focus
because it is a relatively clearly-bounded system compared to other landscape-scale
collaborative programs in the natural resource management arena. There have been 23
collaborative projects funded under this program, over the course of two funding cycles.
In searching for an appropriate ―set‖ of these projects for this study, the PI concluded that
focusing on the cohort of ten projects funded in the program‘s first funding cycle would
provide a sufficient number and diversity of projects with which to explore similarities
and differences.
Ten cases is a larger set than is thought to be appropriate for the use of case study
methodology (Stake, 1995, pp. 7-8). Yet, the conditions and context in which landscapescale collaboration on forest management is taking place around the U.S. are so variable
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and complex, that reducing the number of cases examined to five cases would not be a
sufficient basis for proposing robust theory about this phenomenon. Therefore, the PI
concluded that grounded theory is the methodology that would best fit the research
questions. Data was collected through interviews and focus groups with practitioners of
landscape-scale collaboration in the forestry arena; the unit of analysis is the individual
interview or focus group transcript. The PI conducted thirteen interviews and nine focus
groups, for a sample size of 22.
Grounded theory methodology adheres to the classical scientific canons of
significance, alignment of theory and observation, generalizability, consistency,
reproducibility, precision, and verification (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, pp. 4-9, 19). Yet, it
does so in its own unique way, as follows:
 In grounded theory, according to Corbin and Strauss, ―significance‖ refers to the
extent that the researcher went beyond ―procedure‖ and brought creativity and
insight to his or her interpretation of the data, as well as the extent to which the
emerging theory helps explain a range of phenomena and is likely to catalyze
subsequent studies. The authors note that creativity is tied to the investigator‘s
―analytic ability, theoretical sensitivity, and sensitivity to the subtleties of the
action/interaction (plus the ability to convey the findings in writing)‖ (Corbin &
Strauss, 1990, p. 19), as well as to the quality of data used—i.e., collecting
enough data, and using the ―complete resources of data‖ (Corbin & Strauss, 1990,
p. 19).
 Alignment of theory and observation is achieved by ―grounding concepts in
the reality of data‖ (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 7). More specifically, Corbin
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and Strauss urge the researcher to ensure that each concept retained as part of
the emerging theory is either a condition, action/interaction, or consequence of
the phenomenon being studied.
 Representativeness (of concepts) and consistency are attained through
theoretical sampling—i.e., continuing to sample until key concepts and
categories are clear and their properties specified. Further, consistency in data
collection is achieved as a result of the researcher noting occurrences of all
key concepts in each observation, including reviewing past observations
through constant comparison, albeit with qualifiers as appropriate (which later
will assist the researcher in specifying properties of categories). Corbin and
Strauss (1990) advise that the researcher must be in a position to answer the
questions, ―How consistently does this phenomenon occur, and under what
conditions?‖ (p. 9). The constant comparison procedure is key to both
consistency and precision.
 Generalizability in grounded theory has to do with the methodological
trajectory toward steadily increasing abstractness through the coding and
categorizing process, according to Corbin and Strauss (1990, p. 15); the
authors say that ―The more abstract the concepts, especially the core category,
the wider the theory‘s applicability‖ (p. 15). However, the researcher must
also specify the circumstances in which the phenomenon was observed and
the array of contexts to which the theory applies. According to the authors, the
generalizability of a grounded theory refers to the completeness with which
the theory describes ―conditions that are linked through action / interaction
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with definite consequences‖ (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 15), including
variations in the patterns described. The more systematic and widespread the
theoretical sampling, the more completely the conditions and variations will
be discovered, permitting greater ―generalizability, precision, and predictive
capacity‖ (p. 15).

In turn, the researchers‘ ability to achieve such

completeness reflects the quality of the theoretical sampling upon which the
theory is based. The more complete the theory is, the greater will be its
generalizability.
 Verification is accomplished by developing and refining hypotheses
throughout the research project until they seem to completely fit the data; the
researcher should constantly review the data for any indication that the
hypotheses are not a good fit.
 In the use of grounded theory, reproducibility takes the form of verifiability
through testing the emerging theoretical propositions. ―However,‖ the authors
point out, ―no theory that deals with social psychological phenomena is
actually reproducible in the sense that new situations can be found whose
conditions exactly match those of the original study, although major
conditions may be similar‖ (p. 15). Therefore, when a researcher tests a
hypothesis associated with a grounded theory, Corbin and Strauss say that the
researcher should specify the conditions under which the test occurs and then
refine the theory to reflect those conditions, since the original conditions are
nearly impossible to replicate. The authors indicate that, ―Given the
theoretical perspective of the original researcher and following the same
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general rules for data collection and analysis, plus similar conditions, another
investigator should be able to arrive at the same general scheme‖ (p. 15).
Rationale for Use of Constructivist School of Grounded Theory
Once a scholar selects grounded theory as the principle methodology for a study,
there are several different schools of thought to consider regarding how to use this
methodology. For this study, the PI selected the constructivist approach to grounded
theory. This approach is further described below, along with the PI‘s reasons for selecting
it.
The original articulation of grounded theory methodology is attributed to Glaser
and Strauss (2009), who sought an alternative to positivism and its primarily quantitative
methods. They sought to understand human experiences and social processes within the
specific context in which they occur. Glaser brought to their joint work his roots in
positivism, while Strauss brought roots in ethnography, symbolic interactionism, and
pragmatism. Ironically, by the 1990s, Glaser and Strauss themselves were viewed as
positivists by the next generation of scholars.
One of those next-generation scholars was Charmaz (2011), who has become the
most well-known proponent of a constructivist approach to grounded theory (pp. 4-10).
Charmaz draws upon symbolic interactionism, pragmatism, and interpretivism in her
outlook on grounded theory. She prefers to see grounded theory methodology as a set of
guiding principles, rather than prescriptive steps that must always be followed in a very
specific way. The term ―constructivist‖ comes from Charmaz‘ belief that scholars are a
part of the world they are studying and the data they are gathering. For this reason, she
argues that we do not ―discover‖ theories, but ―construct‖ them, just as we ―construct‖
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our realities in general (p. 10). She believes that our world views are influenced by our
social interactions, and even by our very research activities. Further, she believes that we
need to take both the past and the present into consideration as relevant context.
The constructivist school of grounded theory is a good match for this study
because the phenomenon of interest—landscape-scale collaboration—is a form of human
interaction, rather than an aspect of the natural world. The PI, in addition to being a
scholar, is a practitioner of landscape-scale collaboration. As one human being studying
other human beings, and as a practitioner of landscape-scale collaboration studying others
engaged in this activity, the PI is a part of the phenomenon of interest. In addition, the
constructivist‘s embrace of the past as context for understanding the present fits well with
the PI‘s experience with the phenomenon of interest (e.g., landscape-scale collaboration);
for example, the presence or absence of past conflict over natural resource management
decisions on a particular landscape could reasonably be expected to influence the
prospects for collaboration on management of that landscape today. The PI‘s experience
with landscape-scale collaboration also gives her an appreciation for its complexities and
countless variations; this suggested to her that a less prescriptive methodology might be a
good choice, enabling her to tailor the method to the phenomenon. For all of these
reasons, the PI discerned a strong alignment between the constructivist school of thought
and the nature of this study.
Ontology and Epistemology Underlying Constructivist Grounded Theory
Our ontological views reflect our beliefs about the fundamental nature of reality.
Our epistemological views reflect our beliefs about how to determine if a statement is
true (Willis, 2007, pp. 9-10). As evidenced above, Charmaz‘ ontological views can be
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considered relativist—i.e., she believes that we create our own realities based on our
perceptions and experiences. From her perspective, research should help us understand a
phenomenon in context, not to promulgate universal laws (Charmaz, 2011, p. 10). Her
epistemological views are interpretivist—in other words, she suggests that we determine
a statement to be true if it resonates with our perceptions of reality.
Reality is made up of both mentally-constructed aspects and material elements
(Descartes as cited in Willis, 2007, p. 10). The PI views the natural world through a
materialist (or realist) ontological lens, and a post-positivist epistemological one.
However, she views the social world through a relativist ontological lens, and an
interpretivist epistemology. Because this dissertation research deals with social
interaction (albeit in particular and relevant natural settings), the PI concluded that a
relativist ontology and an interpretivist epistemology would be most appropriate for this
study.
Research Design
This study was operationalized in the context of the US Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service (USDA/FS) program known as the Collaborative Forest
Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP). This program was authorized by the
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Act, which is Title IV of the Omnibus Public
Land Management Act of 2009. The purpose of this program is ―to encourage the
collaborative, science-based ecosystem restoration of priority forest landscapes‖
(Schwedler & McCarthy, 2011, p. ii). Congress authorized up to $40 million per year for
2009 through 2019, and appropriated a full $40 million for the first year. The USDA now
has funded over twenty such collaborative projects, based largely on the input of a
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Federal Advisory Committee (for which the PI served as facilitator). All anticipated
CFLRP funding has been allocated, and the 15-member Committee is now on ―inactive‖
status.
These are large-scale and complex projects. For the twenty projects selected over
2010 and 2012, the average amount of USFS funding for their first year alone was
$1,103,500 dollars (USFS, 2012). Each project can have up to a ten-year horizon. The
average size of the landscapes in which they are situated is 1,105,317 acres. The number
of primary stakeholders participating in these collaborative processes at the time of award
ranged from 6 to 45, with an average of 24.4. Most of these parties are organizations or
agencies, each representing many more people. Primary participants in at least seven of
the twenty projects included individuals associated with Native American tribes.
The PI could have ―operationalized‖ this study in other networks instead (e.g., the
US Department of Interior‘s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives), but the CFLR
network was selected based on the PI‘s familiarity with it, because research question #2
emerged from her work with the CFLR, because the CFLR program is relatively wellbounded, and because the PI is deeply embedded in the USFS collaborative capacity
building work. She has been helping the Forest Service develop near-term and long-term
agency-wide strategies for enhancing USFS capacity to collaborate with external parties
on shared goals, particularly at the landscape scale and across jurisdictional boundaries.
The agency recognizes that stronger collaborative capacity is vitally important to the
success of a number of strategic initiatives in this austere budget environment (e.g.,
implementing a new forest planning rule, addressing climate change, integrating the
agency‘s resource inventory, monitoring, and assessment functions into a cohesive
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system, and more). The PI‘s recent work with the agency gave her a solid frame of
reference for understanding how to interact with the agency to carry out her proposed
research project.
While the rationale for selecting these particular projects as a focus for this study
should be clear from the above description, the reader should review the results with the
assumption that selection bias is operative. Each of the ten projects studied has up to ten
years of funding, and considerable institutional and political support. These conditions
can be expected to foster a more positive outlook on the phenomenon of interest
(landscape-scale collaboration on forest resource management challenges) than might be
expected for projects with less financial, institutional, and political support. A different
research design would be needed if one wished to understand the range of views about
the merits of landscape-scale collaboration; however, the operative form of selection bias
does not confound the findings of this study, given the particular research questions
driving it.
Sampling and Data Collection
Sampling and data collection were carried out using qualitative research methods.
More specifically, the PI employed the constructivist approach to grounded theory
methodology, following Charmaz (2011). The data collection strategy consisted of:
1. Interviewing thirteen of the fifteen members of the now-inactive CFLR
Federal Advisory Committee by telephone, following confirmation that they
had each participated in collaborative processes at both the landscape and at
least one other scale. (Please see Appendix A for the participant questionnaire
used to help determine whether interviewees and focus group members met
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that inclusion criterion for the study, and Appendix B for interview questions,
including possible follow-up questions.) Requests for interviews were
extended to all fifteen Advisory Committee members, but two did not
respond.
2. Conducting a virtual focus group with people involved with nine of the ten
CFLR projects funded in Year 1. (Please see Appendix C for focus group
questions.)
3. Preserve the option to conduct additional 1:1 interviews to flesh out areas of
interest that emerge from that initial data collection effort. The PI sought
focus groups with all ten of the Year 1 projects, but the agency contact for one
of the projects did not provide the PI with the contact information for project
participants, citing lack of time to do so.
The fifteen Advisory Committee members guided the launch of the CFLR
program. The agency asked these particular individuals to serve on the Advisory
Committee based on their knowledge and broad perspectives on landscape-scale
collaboration and their complementary disciplinary expertise. In addition, the agency
sought to put together a committee whose members collectively would reflect geographic
diversity.
CFLRP projects were an ideal universe with which to conduct focus groups
because they are, by definition, landscape-scale collaborative projects. The Year 1 cohort
of CFLRP projects was selected because, although additional projects had been approved
for funding shortly before this study began, they were just getting underway and the PI
was concerned that asking people working on them to participate in this study might be
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too distracting at such a critical stage of project launch. Moreover, those associated with
projects that had been underway for at least 1-2 years presumably were in a better
position to share insights about the phenomenon of interest.
The first step in arranging for interviews and focus groups was to ask the
USDA/FS‘ national CFLRP coordinator to send an email to CFLRP Advisory Committee
members and to the agency‘s regional CFLRP coordinators to introduce this study to
them, convey the agency‘s interest in the study‘s results, and encourage their
participation. (See Appendix D for the email message.) Once this email went out, the PI
followed up with recipients by email and telephone.
Interviewees. The PI‘s follow-up email to Advisory Committee members
included an attached invitation letter (see Appendix E), which explained the proposed
research, the role that the PI hoped they would play, and asked them to participate. This
communication also identified any known risks associated with their participation, noted
that the interview would be recorded, and explained how the PI planned to handle
confidentiality. The PI also attached a consent form (see Appendix F), the participant
questionnaire (see Appendix A), and a confidentiality agreement (Appendix G)
applicable to an anticipated ―member check‖ conference call (explained below), asking
the recipient to email both back to her within two weeks.
Finally, the PI provided invitees with the list of anticipated interview questions to
help the invitee decide if they would be interested in participating, and if so, to enable
them to begin to reflect on their answers. Providing discussion topics in advance is an
option mentioned by Marshall and Rossman (2011, p. 144) and Janesick (2010, p. 49);
Janesick noted that allowing the interviewee to reflect on the questions prior to the
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interview may help in ―jogging his or her memory as well as in getting to the heart of the
information disclosed‖ (p. 49). Rubin and Rubin (2005) mention that some researchers
provide the interviewee with a list of the topics they want to cover in advance of the
interview (p. 96). The only ―down side‖ to doing so would be less spontaneity in the
interviewee‘s responses.
When a recipient indicated willingness to participate in an interview and returned
the completed consent form and participant questionnaire, the PI reviewed the latter to
confirm that the participant met the inclusion criterion of experience participating in
collaboration at both the landscape scale and at least one other scale before proceeding to
schedule the interview. Such experience was essential for the participant to respond to
one of the interview questions concerning the unique aspects of collaboration at the
landscape scale. All thirteen Advisory Committee members who responded to the request
for an interview met the inclusion criteria, although in some cases, this was not
immediately clear from their written responses to the participant questionnaire; in those
cases, the PI confirmed that the individual met the inclusion criteria via follow-up emails
and/or telephone conversations.
Two of the fifteen Advisory Committee members never responded to the PI‘s
overtures. In each case, the PI sent two emails and placed two telephone calls. When
these limits were reached, the PI concluded that the respondents in question were not
receptive to the request and made no further attempts to persuade them to participate. The
PI‘s rationale for stopping at this point was not only a desire to respect the individual‘s
apparent decision, but also because participation based on pressure would be inconsistent
with the voluntary nature of ―informed consent.‖
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As the PI scheduled each interview, she immediately arranged for a
transcriptionist to be on the line for the interview as well. (As a precaution, the PI also
taped the interviews using an Olympus digital recorder.) The USDA/FS made a
transcriptionist available for this purpose through a firm called Caption Colorado. To
arrange for the transcriptionist, the PI made the request through a USDA/FS liaison. The
liaison completed a confidentiality form to ensure protection of the name of the
individual being interviewed (see Appendix H). Caption Colorado transcriptionists all
complete confidentiality forms as a condition of their employment; the firm provided a
copy of that form, which is attached at Appendix I. The PI obtained IRB approval that
these procedures would adequately protect the confidentiality of participants (also
referred to as ―informants‖ throughout).
In advance of data collection beginning, the USDA/FS liaison also provided to
Caption Colorado the lists of anticipated focus group and interview questions so that the
transcriptionist could familiarize himself/herself with the terminology likely to be used;
however, Caption Colorado deployed different transcriptionists for each event, and these
materials were apparently not passed along. On two occasions, scheduling mix-ups
occurred with the Caption Colorado operator; the PI‘s back-up recording enabled the PI
to complete the transcript herself.
The USDA/FS provided the PI with call-in information for each event, and the PI
then sent it to participants along with a confirmation email. The email reminded
participants that the interviews and focus groups were invitation-only events, and asked
them not to share the call-in information with anyone else. The email also provided
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participants with the PI‘s cell phone number in case they encountered any difficulties
joining the call.
At the outset of each recorded event, the PI reminded the participants that the
event was being recorded, and that a transcriptionist would be on the line throughout the
event. The PI asked participants to state their names and affiliations for the record, and
they are thus, included in the transcripts. Such identifiers have been redacted from the
version of the transcripts that are included in the PI‘s audit trail. They have been replaced
with numerical codes; the PI keeps the legend to these codes under lock and key.
Focus Group Participants. A greater number of steps were required to organize
the focus groups. First, the PI sent a follow-up email to each of the USDA/FS‘ regional
CFLRP coordinators associated with the ten CFLRP projects of interest. This email
provided further information about the study and what would be required of participants,
including the forms that participants would be asked to complete, and asked the regional
CFLRP coordinator to provide contact information for project participants to enable the
PI to follow up with them to invite their participation in a focus group. Participant forms
for focus groups included:
 Invitation Letter for Focus Group Participants (see Appendix J);
 Consent Form for Focus Group Participants (see Appendix K);
 Participant Questionnaire (see Appendix A); and
 Confidentiality Agreement (Appendix H) applicable to an anticipated
―member check‖ conference call (explained below).
Some of the regional CFLRP coordinators responded with participant contact
information, while others had questions of clarification (e.g., what constituted a project
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―participant‖), referred the PI to a co-worker who served as the agency‘s project liaison,
and/or wanted to discuss with the PI the most appropriate way to convey the focus group
request to project participants. While response times varied, the agency‘s CFLRP
regional coordinators and/or project liaisons all responded to the request.
The liaison for only one project declined to cooperate. In this case, the PI and the
liaison had communicated sporadically over a three-month period via email (four on the
part of the PI) and telephone messages (four on the part of the PI), but ultimately the
liaison indicate that s/he was over-extended and lacked the time to locate the contact
information for project participants. As with the PI‘s overtures to the two non-responsive
Advisory Committee members, the PI stopped at this point out of respect for the
individual‘s decision as well as because participation based on pressure would be
inconsistent with the voluntary nature of ―informed consent.‖
The PI‘s response to the definitional question was to defer to the agency‘s project
liaison in terms of what that person considered to constitute a project ―participant,‖ albeit
with the clarification that the PI was interested in the participation of those centrally
involved in project-related collaborative processes, not those peripherally involved. The
PI welcomed dialogue with the regional CFLRP coordinators about the most appropriate
way to convey the focus group request to project participants, and typically accepted the
advice of the coordinator in this regard. The range of ways that the request was conveyed
to participants in various projects included:
 The PI emailing project participants directly;
 The agency liaison emailing the project participants and asking them to
contact the PI if willing to participate in this study; and
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 The agency liaison asking the project facilitator, coordinator, and/or chair to
help identify who constituted ―project participants‖ in the context of this
study.
When an agency representative provided the PI with contact information for
project participants, the PI then sent the participants for that particular project a follow-up
email, explaining the study, asking the recipients to agree to a telephonic focus group on
a mutually-convenient date and time, and transmitting the above-referenced forms. The
email was sent in a manner that protected the anonymity of the recipients with respect to
one another.
In the case of each of the nine CFLRP projects with which the PI ultimately
conducted focus groups, only a small proportion of project participants acknowledged the
request, and even a smaller subset agreed to participate and returned the consent form and
participant questionnaire. The PI sent up to two follow-up emails to non-responsive
project participants in an effort to maximize the number of participants in each focus
group, but then ceased such overtures for reasons discussed above.
Miller and Bell (as cited in Mauthner et al., 2008) suggest that when and if
invitees decline to participate, researchers should document any reasons offered for later
reflection (p. 56). For those interviewees who acknowledged the request but declined to
participate, the primary reason given was lack of time. Some of the agency‘s regional
CFLRP coordinators also explained that these first ten projects had been the subject of a
number of studies already and some participants were feeling ―studied out.‖ There were a
few reports that project participants had had negative experiences with some researchers
in the past, which could be affecting their response to the current request; the implication
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was that at least some of these negative experiences were attributed to the researchers‘
lack of understanding of collaborative processes.
As each individual returned the completed consent form and participant
questionnaire, the PI reviewed the latter to confirm that the participant met the inclusion
criterion of experience participating in collaboration at both the landscape scale and at
least one other scale. All project participants who responded to the request to participate
in a focus group met the inclusion criteria. As with Advisory Committee members‘
responses, ascertaining this sometimes required the PI to follow up with an individual by
email and/or telephone.
Once it was clear which project participants were willing to participate in a focus
group for a given CFLRP project, the PI sent those individuals a link to an electronic
scheduling tool known as a ―doodle poll‖ (see www. Doodle.com) to identify a date and
time that would work for the majority of project participants. As the PI scheduled each
focus group, she immediately arranged for a transcriptionist to be on the line for
interview as well. The steps in doing so were identical to those described above regarding
the interviews.
Ultimately, 13 people participated in individual interviews and 25 people
participated in a total of 9 focus groups. Thus, the sample size for this study is 38; this
sample size is well within the range considered appropriate for grounded theory research.
While sample size in grounded theory should be determined based on theoretical
saturation, sample sizes reported as typical in the literature are in the 10-60 person range
(Creswell, 1998, and Morse, 1994, as cited in Mason, 2010, p. 3; Starks & Trinidad,
2007, p. 1375).
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The focus group questions are similar, but not identical to, the primary interview
questions. With both, the PI investigated the same research questions. However, with the
focus groups, the PI did not pre-identify follow-up questions because she did anticipate
having time to pose as many follow-up questions as during the interviews because: a) she
anticipated there would be more participants sharing the ―air time‖ in the focus groups;
and b) the unique value of a focus group is the opportunity to listen to how several people
discuss a particular topic in a relatively organic manner. The other reason for differences
in the questions the PI posed in interviews compared with focus groups is that the PI
asked focus group participants about their insights based primarily on a particular placebased collaborative process in which they all had participated; in the interviews, the PI
asked participants to extrapolate across all landscape-scale collaborative processes in
which they had participated.
Two additional reflections on the interview process bear mentioning to illustrate
the interpretive and constructivist flavor of the data collection process. Both pertain to
how the researcher played the role of interviewer, and both reflect the PI‘s wellestablished identity as a facilitator in the forest resource management arena. In the PI‘s
facilitation work, she uses the common practice of ―active listening,‖ which involves
summarizing the core points that another person has made, and checking to confirm that
the facilitator‘s summary is correct. The PI used this technique in conducting the
interviews and focus groups as well. There were times when, because of the PI‘s
extensive experience facilitating stakeholder dialogue on the issues being discussed in the
interviews, she intuited underlying meanings that the interviewee had not articulated
explicitly. When this occurred, she explicitly checked those intuitive interpretations with
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the interviewee through the use of the active listening technique, and consistently
received confirmation.
The second reflection concerning the PI‘s role in the interviews is that, early in
the data collection process, there were occasions when the PI mentioned to an
interviewee an observation that a previous interviewee had articulated (without
attribution by name) and asked the second interviewee what they thought about that
observation. This is an approach that the PI uses sometimes in her facilitation work, both
during situation assessment interviews and during group meetings, to stimulate dialogue
and identify areas of agreement and disagreement. When the PI sought academic
guidance as to whether this was acceptable procedure, she was told this was probably
inserting herself too much into the conversation (as opposed to listening in a more
passive, open-ended way). However, in retrospect, the PI sees it as very consistent with a
constructivist approach to theory development, in that it explicitly invites ―dialogue‖
among study participants.
Data Analysis
The data analyzed for this study took the form of verbatim transcripts of the
thirteen interviews and nine focus groups. The transcripts were provided by the firm,
Caption Colorado, through the USDA/FS liaison. The PI typically received each
transcript in the form of a document editable in Microsoft Word within a few days
following the recorded event.
For each transcript, the PI conducted two rounds of review for quality control
purposes. She first reviewed the written document and corrected obvious errors caused by
the transcriptionist‘s lack of familiarity with natural resource management. She then
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listened to the audio-recording and corrected additional errors as necessary. On one
occasion, the transcription firm (Caption Colorado) provided a transcript of the event, but
did not retain the audio-recording; in this case, the PI‘s back-up recording system
apparently had not been deployed either, so the PI was only able to conduct one quality
control review for this transcript, compared to the two normally conducted.
To discern nuanced insights pertaining to the research questions, the PI then
conducted the meticulous set of qualitative data analysis steps on the transcript texts that
are suggested by constructivist grounded theory methodology (Charmaz, 2011, pp. 4271). As detailed below, this coding approach process occurs in three primary steps—
initial and focused coding; axial coding; and theoretical coding. In carrying out the
coding function, the PI engages in ―constant comparison‖ (Glazer & Strauss, 1967, as
cited in Charmaz, 2011, p. 54). This refers to the continuous scrutiny the PI gives to the
data to ensure that s/he is assigning codes appropriately and consistently, both within a
particular transcript and across transcripts. The PI is searching for the essence of each
text passage to code. At each successive level of coding, the codes become a bit more
generalized as the PI searches for patterns, categories, and themes. Thus, as the PI moves
through the three levels of coding, s/he must also look back upon the material already
coded and occasionally adjust codes if s/he has come to see in retrospect that the true
essence of a statement lies in a different portion or aspect of the statement that initially
thought. Due to the volume of text coded for this study (over 1,000 pages of transcripts),
the constant comparison process was extensive and time-consuming. While it probably
would have been more manageable if the PI had used coding software, this was not clear
until the PI was too far into the manual coding process to seriously consider starting over.
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In initial and focused coding, the PI goes through the text line by line,
approaching the data with an open, spontaneous attitude. S/he keeps in mind the research
questions as reference points, and considers what phrases in the data pertain to those
research questions; these phrases become ―initial and focused‖ codes. The PI ensures that
each section of text assigned an initial and focused code has its own identifying label to
maintain an audit trail. At this stage, the PI codes in a fairly fine-grained manner to
preserve detail and facilitate the constant comparison process, and uses phrases for the
initial and focused codes that come from the transcript (―in vivo‖ coding). Also,
following Glaser (as cited in Charmaz, 2006, p. 49), the PI strives to use the gerund verb
tense for initial coding (e.g., ―nominating‖ rather than ―nomination‖) which helps the PI
preserve the insider view, action, and sequence.
The PI then combs through the data a second time, engaging in ―axial coding‖
(Charmaz, 2011, pp. 57-60). Axial codes are those that help the scholar integrate and
make sense of larger sections of data than single lines or comments—e.g. a key element
or phase of the subject being studied, or a category that encompasses a cluster of initial
and focused codes. The PI tries to keep the number of axial codes to a minimum in order
to make analysis manageable.
The final coding stage is that of theoretical coding (Charmaz, 2011, pp. 63-66).
This involves stepping back and considering which code(s) represent the ―heart of the
matter‖—the code(s) that convey the key conceptual category(ies) around which the
remaining codes can be organized. Theoretical coding explains the relationship between
categories of codes (e.g., between axial codes).
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Theoretical coding is the point at which the scholar is exploring relationships that
can be used as the basis of hypotheses (if the researcher plans to formulate hypotheses
per se) and generating his or her substantive theory (Glaser as cited in Charmaz, 2006, p.
63). The PI provides a rationale for his or her emerging theory, illustrating it with quotes
from the initial and focused codes. Finally, the PI creates a visual diagram to illustrate the
theory.
The PI analyzed each transcript with respect to the participant‘s answers to
Research Question 1 first; she then repeated the analysis of participant answers to
Question 2, and finally for Question 3. The PI worked on both initial and focused coding
and axial coding of a given transcript (for a given research question) concurrently to help
her efficiently identify categories in the initial and focused codes. In analyzing
participants‘ answers to a given question, the PI took the following steps:
1. The PI highlighted the portion of each transcript that was responsive to the
focal question, using a particular color to correspond with that question (e.g.,
green for Question 1);
2. The PI copied relevant comments within that highlighted text into a ―comment
balloon,‖ using the function of this name offered in the Microsoft Word
software, and labeled such comments as ―text‖;
3. The PI extracted the core content of the text excerpt, retaining as much as
possible the participant‘s phrasing consistent with the concept of in vivo
coding, pasted it below the text, and labeled it ―initial & focused‖ (e.g.,
―Landscapes are large‖);
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4.

The PI looked for the core point in the ―initial & focused‖ code as it related to
the research question (e.g., ―What is unique about landscape-scale
collaboration?‖) or component of a research question (e.g., ―How do
participants define ‗landscape-scale‘?‖). That core point became the axial
code. Using constant comparison (coding and re-coding within a transcript—
within a coding level and across coding levels—and across transcripts), the PI
strove to identify axial codes that would apply to multiple transcripts. In the
example at the end of Step 3 above, the PI assigned the axial code ―Defined
by size (large).‖

5. The PI included any relevant insights as a ―Memo‖ within that same comment
balloon. Such memos might define the axial codes, document decision points,
note items that coding might warrant further review, or record initial insights
about possible themes. Through the constant comparison process, the memos
were sometimes refined along with codes.
Before arriving at the clarity reflected in the above steps, the PI took a misstep in
her coding efforts. She had initially studied and practiced grounded theory coding
following the clearly-delineated procedures laid out by Glaser and Strauss (2009).
Charmaz, on the other hand, suggests that grounded theory methodology be seen as
―flexible guidelines rather than rigid prescriptions‖ (Charmaz, 2011, p. 15). The PI found
the transition from the prescriptive approach of Glaser and Strauss to the more flexible
approach of Charmaz, with different terms and definitions for the various coding steps,
more than a little confusing and using a hybrid coding approach—i.e., ―Initial Code /
Interim Focused Code / Focused Code‖—until she was able to obtain guidance from her
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committee. At that point, she was able to get back on track simply by re-naming her
hybrid terms to ―Text / Initial & Focused / Axial.‖ The most helpful guidance came in the
form of an article co-authored by one of the PI‘s committee members that described,
step-by-step, a grounded theory analysis following Charmaz (Cooper, Chenail, &
Fleming, 2012).
After following the above Steps 1-5 for all 22 transcripts with respect to a
particular research question, the PI identified theoretical codes associated with that
particular research question. To assist in discerning these theoretical codes, the PI created
two tables—one for the interview data and one for the focus group data for that particular
research question—in which she displayed all the initial and focused codes, as well as all
the axial codes, by transcript and by comment balloon number. One row of the table was
devoted to each piece of text that had been assigned an initial and focused code. The
column headings across the ―x axis‖ included Axial Code (at the left side of the table)
and labels for individual transcripts across the remaining column headings. These tables
enabled the PI to step back, reflect on the data, and confirm or refine the ―Axial Codes‖;
a column headed ―Initial & Focused Code‖ is included to maintain the audit trail. She
then moved rows around, using the ―cut and paste‖ function, so that all items with the
same axial code were grouped together. The PI then color-coded the axial codes, printed
them out, and taped them to a wall to help her discern patterns that might indicate
theoretical codes. (For an example, see Appendix L.) For the same reason, she created a
list of axial codes to accompany each such table, inventorying the number of transcripts
containing that axial code, and which interviewees or projects those were. (For an
example, see Appendix M.)
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After creating a paired coding table and code inventory for all interview
transcripts and another pair for all focus group transcripts for a given research question,
the PI made a single combined coding table and a single combined code inventory for
that particular research question, drawing from all 22 transcripts; this table and inventory
displays all the axial codes for that particular interview question, how many interview
transcripts contain that axial code, how many focus group transcripts contain that axial
code, and how many transcripts in total contain that axial code. (See Appendix N for an
example of such a combined table, and Appendix O for an example of such a combined
code inventory.)
These tables and code inventories were invaluable to the constant comparison
process, enabling the PI to notice oddities in the data such as redundancies, gaps, or
inconsistencies across transcripts and/or between the sets of transcripts associated with
focus groups compared with the set of transcripts associated with interviews. In some
cases, these oddities led the PI to collapse and combine certain axial codes; in other
cases, the oddities informed the PI‘s thinking about the meaning of the data. The PI
employed constant comparison within a given transcript, as well as across transcripts, to
arrive at a set of initial and focused, axial, and theoretical codes that collectively provide
a coherent framework for all the transcripts.
Further, the comparison of axial codes emerging from the interviews and those
emerging from the focus groups represents an important form of quality control for this
study—i.e., triangulation (Flick, 2008, pp. 43-44). In triangulation, the researcher uses
multiple research methods and compares the results obtained from each. In this way, the
researcher can either confirm that the various methods generated similar findings or
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uncover and explore divergent findings. In this case, the PI triangulated using interview
and focus group data.
Theory Construction
The volume of transcripts (over 1,000 pages) and coding data generated in this
study was immense. The tables described above were indispensable tools by which the PI
managed the sheer volume of data and helped her make meaning of it. In particular, the
combined table of axial codes was instrumental in enabling the PI to notice the patterns
that pinpointed the theoretical codes associated with each research question, which
ultimately drove the substantive theory that emerged from this study. As the PI completed
the above coding and analytical steps for each research question, she identified primary
and secondary theoretical codes pertaining to that research question.
As she completed the above steps for a given research question, the PI wrote a
narrative describing the insights that participants collectively had offered in response to
that question. In so doing, she drew upon the memos she had made during the preceding
coding steps, compiling all memos associated with that particular research question and
integrating them into the narrative. (See Appendix P for the compiled memos made
during coding the responses to the sub-research question of how participants define
―landscape-scale.‖)
Once the PI had completed narrative descriptions of participant responses related
to each research question, she explored the relationships between the theoretical codes
associated with each research question in order to formulate substantive theory regarding
how interested organizations might best approach the task of strengthening their
respective capacities to collaborate at the landscape scale on forest resource management.

124
She employed both ―right brain‖ and ―left brain‖ techniques to stimulate her creativity in
this regard and deepen her theoretical thinking. In this regard, she reviewed the numerous
axial and theoretical codes generated through this study to discern the most compelling
theoretical codes, reviewed memos she had made throughout the coding process, created
a table of theoretical codes for potential use as theoretical building blocks (see Figure 1),
and created a graphic to depict key relationships between those theoretical building
blocks (see Figure 2).

Unique Characteristics
1. High degree of scientific
uncertainty
2. Opportunity to work at a
scale appropriate to the
ecological system targeted
for restoration
3. Unique link between
investing in trust-building
and realizing potential
efficiencies of scale
4. “Sweet spot” for achieving
results due to collective
participant knowledge,
political assistance,
commitment, & efficiency
of scale
5. Self-governance

Levels of Collaborative
Capacity

Challenges

1. Sponsoring Agency:
a. Personnel
b. Agency Leadership
c. Institutional
Arrangements

1. Stakeholder representation

2. Collaborative Stakeholder
Group
a. Staffing and governance
b. Funding
c. Organizational culture
d. Process management
e. Constituent support for
their representatives
f. Scientific support and
learning

4. Skilled process
management

3. Individual Collaborator
a. Skills
b. Knowledge
c. Abilities, behaviors, and
attitudes

2. Self-governance
mechanisms
3. Obtaining necessary
resources

5. Obtaining necessary
information
6. Aligning around shared
focus

Collaborative Capacities
Linked to Unique
Characteristics
1. Assessing whether
collaboration is appropriate
2. Collaborative leadership
(including obtaining
necessary resources and
process help)
3. Choosing and tailoring selfgovernance mechanisms
4. Skilled process
management

7. Obtaining buy-in of those
not at table)

5. Obtaining information to
understand the landscape
and navigate scientific
uncertainty

8. Translating agreements
onto the ground

6. Representing one’s
constituency

9. Threat of litigation

7. Fostering trust among
collaborators
8. Translating agreements
onto the ground

Figure 1. Building blocks for theory on collaborative capacity building strategies.
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9. Preparing for risk of
litigation

Collaborative Capacities

Landscape-Scale
Collaboration

Challenges
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Figure 2. Challenges to master & capacities needed for landscape-scale collaboration.
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After completing the above data analysis steps and generating the central theories
emerging from this research, the PI undertook another important quality control step
known as ―member checks.‖ Member checks refer to the practice of sharing emerging
findings with co- researchers (e.g., interviewees and/or survey respondents) to invite their
assistance in interpreting the results (Flick, 2008, p. 66). In this study, the PI used
member checks to further enhance the validity of her findings by conducting a webinar
for research informants (interviewees and focus group participants) to share with them
the preliminary findings from this study and seek their feedback.
The PI convened a ―member check‖ conference call/webinar via the ―Live
Meeting‖ technology on April 14,, 2014. All interview and focus group participants were
invited to participate, and the PI circulated a ―doodle‖ poll to them to pick a date and time
that would work for the maximum number of interested parties. Eight individuals
provided scheduling input; the PI was able to identify a date and time that matched the
available windows of all but one of those individuals. The participation arrangements
were sent out to all interview and focus group participants. Three individuals actually
participated. The PI used PowerPoint slides to present the proposed theory to participants,
pausing at key points to invite feedback. The call was audio-recorded, and a transcript
produced for analysis by the PI.
Participants enthusiastically affirmed the PI‘s findings regarding what makes
landscape-scale collaboration unique compared to collaborating at other scales. They also
concurred with the PI‘s characterization of the challenges associated with landscape-scale
collaboration on forest resource management. They offered three additional challenges
faced by Forest Service personnel managing CFLR projects.
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One additional challenge participants suggested is getting buy-in from other
agencies that are not ―at the table‖ due to FACA constraints, but do have related decisionmaking authorities (e.g., the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, which is
part of the US Department of Commerce, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service). For
example, one participant said, ―External stakeholders don‘t know what the Forest Service
goes through to get concurrence from NOAA and FWS. They are a whole ‗nother
constituency to deal with. They are used to working at the project level, so they‘re
freaking out at this 60,000-acre scale. It‘s a whole different level of engagement. It‘s best
to inform them really early what you have in mind, and have them in the room as
observers even though they can‘t be ‗at the table.‘‖
A second challenge added to the list was getting the buy-in of Forest Service
colleagues. Because CFLR projects can anticipate ten years of comfortable funding, other
employees may feel jealousy as well as pride in what their colleagues are able to do.
However, to maximize results, CFLR projects need the support of a broad array of Forest
Service personnel, including the Partnership Coordinator, the Grants and Agreements
staff, and Leadership. This participant recommended a quarterly briefing schedule, with
additional ad hoc briefings as needed. Target audiences include the Forest Leadership
Team in the relevant Forest Service unit, the Regional Leadership Team, the District
Ranger staff, and the Fire staff. The latter require thoughtful efforts because they tend to
function autonomously—―like law enforcement,‖ in the words of one participant—yet
prescribed burns are often key to CFLR implementation strategies. The CFLR staff needs
to show the fire staff that the prescribed burns desired to meet the CFLR restoration goals
will also help the fire staff meet their targets.
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A third challenge that participants suggested including was the threat of litigation.
According to one participant, ―It is very discouraging at the outset when it happens, and
then again if you lose.‖ ―This is where the rubber hits the road and where we really need
to know the Forest Service will support us.‖
Participants also affirmed the concept of collaborative capacity being needed at
four levels: that of the individual collaborator, that of the organization or sector fielding a
representative ―at the table‖ (herein referred to as the ―constituent organization,‖ that of
the collaborative stakeholder group, and that of the sponsoring entity (see Figure 3). At

Sponsoring Entity

Collaborative
Stakeholder
Group

Constituent Group

Individual
Collaborator

Figure 3. Four levels of collaborative capacity to align.
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the level of the sponsoring entity, one participant emphasized the need to cultivate more
collaborative capacity at the USFS Regional level. While the participant observed that the
current Chief of the Forest Service and the Regional Foresters are extremely supportive
of the CFLR Program, this fact does not necessarily translate to others in the Regional
offices (e.g., Partnership Coordinators and Grants and Agreements staff). There is a high
level of turnover in Regional personnel (especially Line Officers), and thus a continual
need for orienting incoming staff. This participant noted that, ―Leadership of
collaboration processes must put in lots of time every month to cultivate cohesion.‖
Third, participants affirmed the continual need for training, as collaborators come
and go; they suggested three additional types of ―peer-to-peer‖ learning opportunities to
consider. These include: a) opportunities to shadow an experienced collaboration
practitioner such as a co-chair of a CFLR project; b) opportunities to shadow Forest
Service personnel to gain a better understanding of their responsibilities and constraints
(e.g., ―A Day in the Life of a District Ranger‖; and c) a one-hour peer learning session as
part of the standard monthly agenda for landscape-scale collaborative meetings.
Participants made three other suggestions. One was to include a list of definitions
at the beginning of the dissertation, including the distinction between ―large landscape‖
(which focuses on forest restoration) and ―place-based‖ collaboration (which tends to be
more oriented toward balancing multiple uses). Second, participants suggested including
in the dissertation a list of related resources where people can go to get assistance with
collaboration and/or collaborative capacity-building. All of the above suggestions have
been accepted and incorporated into this document. Participants also suggested producing
a lay version of the dissertation, and making sure it gets to the right audience (e.g.,
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individuals who run the Forest Service leadership programs); this recommendation is in
process. The next chapter contains the research findings that were shared on the member
check call discussed above.
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Chapter 4: Results
Unique Characteristics of Landscape-Scale Collaboration
This section begins by illuminating the way in which respondents define the
―landscapes‖ upon which they work in doing ―landscape-scale collaboration.‖ It then
describes the ―distinct flavor‖ of landscape-scale collaboration, as well as the
collaborative capacities required to engage in landscape-scale collaboration effectively.
The latter are broken down into: a) sponsoring agency or organization‘s capacities (where
there is one)5; b) collaborative stakeholder group capacities; c) constituent group‘s
capacities; and d) individual capacities (including skills, knowledge, abilities, attitudes,
and behaviors. This section also speaks to challenges associated with landscape-scale
collaboration and keys to success. See the ―Discussion‖ section for observations about
what subset of these collaborative capacities and challenges are unique to collaborating at
the landscape scale (versus common to other forms of collaboration as well).
How Do Participants Define “Landscape” Scale Collaboration? Analysis of
the interview and focus group data emerging from this study suggests that the boundaries
of the landscape that will be the focus of ―landscape-scale collaboration‖ are determined
contextually based on multiple variables. Such variables can be grouped into: 1)
attributes that are inherent in the natural environment; 2) human dynamics, including
social variables, community use and economic factors, and political and jurisdictional
considerations; and 3) the history and desired future of the area.

5

Some landscape-scale collaborative processes emerge from grassroots organizing efforts, with public
sector agencies participating ―at the table,‖ but not leading or sponsoring the effort. See, for example,
DuPraw et al. (2013, p. 233).
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The Lay of the Land. Factors inherent in the natural environment that help define
the boundaries of a focal landscape include landform, hydrogeography, ecosystem, and
size. The PI uses the term ―landform‖ to capture participant remarks about the physical
shape of the environment, such as a mountain range. For example, Interviewee # 9 said,
“In another project with which I was involved, the landscape was actually defined as the
mesa top.”
The PI uses the term ―hydrogeography‖ to refer to participant remarks about the
flow of water through the landscape, such as a watershed or river. For example:
“… I think it really is more dependent on what the ground actually looks like -what are we really talking about. And if it doesn‟t meet that 50,000 acre
threshold, but it‟s a very unique, let‟s say, watershed environment that‟s less than
that, fine. And also, conversely is true -- if it‟s larger than that, that‟s okay, too. I
think it‟s more dependent on the actual lay of the land than it‟s on an arbitrary
number.”(Interviewee #4)
The PI uses the term ―ecosystem‖ to refer to plant and animal communities living in a
particular physical environment. For example, a Colorado Front Range focus group
participant said, “… for the purposes of the Front Range CFLR, it was defined as the
area that takes in the lower montane zone.”
The concepts of landform, hydrogeography, and ecosystem are inter-twined by
definition. The shape of the physical environment is a major determinant of how water
flows through it. In turn, the way in which water flows through an area is a major
determinant of the kinds of plants and animals that will be able to survive there. See
Figure 4 for quotes illustrating the close relationship between these three concepts.
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 “… And the Uncompahgre Plateau is a kind of a stand-alone. They drew
boundaries relative to, primarily, transportation corridors… And the
Uncompahgre Plateau Partnership, which kind of evolved around the same time
(about 2000, 2001), I think kind of adopted that. The transportation corridors
kind of make sense, just because they lie along the valley -- the four valley
bottoms. They're kind of more low point demarcators of the Plateau. So you
have, on the west side, the Paradox Valley; the north side, the Unaweep Valley
and Highway; the east side is the Uncompahgre and Gunnison River Valley;
and the south side is the Dallas Divide Road. And my understanding is that kind
of provides that geographic boundary. And it makes sense because that's where
the land starts to rise and starts taking on a different biotic character where you
start seeing transition from, you know, more of the agricultural lands into more
of the, you know, non-developed vegetation types – from sagebrush going up to,
finally, the alpine. So the Plateau itself is a pretty distinct geographic land
form, anyway. And so, I think that kind of just made sense to draw that
boundary around it.” (Uncompahgre Plateau Focus Group)
 “I never really thought about it, prior to your question; I would have used the
word „watershed level‟ or... larger. That would've been my definition… (But) as
I said it, I thought, Well, there's the Missouri River watershed, which is
apparently a substantial one. And there is a 10 mile Creek watershed in Helena,
Montana, which is probably 25,000 acres. So in that sense, it is not such a
useful term. I guess for me, the implication is that you're not talking about
something that is sort of site-specific, project-level, but a scale large enough
that there is diverse topography... flora and fauna… where there is some sort of
functioning ecosystem…” (Interviewee #1)
 “„Landscape‟ is a little bit different than „watershed.‟ Watershed is usually
hilltop-to-hilltop; landscape can be kind of an identified forest type or it can be
a mixture of things… But it's large. I mean, …landscapes are large ecosystems.
There's just not one homogeneous, like -- forest type, and not one thing that's in
there. There‟s probably a pretty good diverse mixture… between plant life and
animal life.” (Interviewee #5)
Figure 4. Landform, hydrogeography, and ecosystem: Three inter-twined concepts.
Respondents collectively made the point that a landscape is both ecologically
diverse and has cohesion to it. See, for example, the following quotes:
 “It is a sort of a contiguous, manageable ecosystem, that‟s altogether its own
thing – whether it‟s a watershed, or a particular forest type…” (Interviewee #11)
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 “…also, there is kind of a coherent ecological connection… on the landscape.”
(Interviewee #12)
Thus, there appears to be a dynamic tension between the ―coherence‖ of a
landscape and its ―internal diversity,‖ both of which seem to be fundamental to defining
it as a ―landscape.‖ How this dynamic tension manifests in any given landscape seems to
vary by geographic region. Interviewee #9 observed, for instance, that “In the western
states, there are large, large areas of National Forest that are also reasonably
homogenous ecologically -- the same kinds of forest over a very large area, or maybe two
forest types. In the eastern United States, National Forests are much smaller and the
forest types are more highly variable. These forests are much more patchy; there are
more forest types.” This person went on to recommend that: a) in defining ―landscape‖
for future restoration programs, more attention should be paid to the “ecological forest
type context of the proposed project so that the areas with patchier forests, smaller
patches, more kinds of ecotypes could be considered”; and b) program administrators
establish, “some kind of ecological standard for what is landscape scale. One would call
it „forest type scale.‟ Forest type is a driver because when you're writing a proposal for
funding a landscape scale initiative, you‟re going to describe the forest type or types, the
treatments that are appropriate to each one, the fire regimes for each one, and so on.”
The above discussion points to perhaps the most fundamental driver of the
boundaries of a focal landscape—the scale of the phenomenon that stakeholders are
seeking to affect. For example, in the context of the CFLR Program, stakeholders
generally share a priority focus on restoring forest health in order to reduce the likelihood
of catastrophic wildfire. Thus, the central question in setting the boundaries of the
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landscape upon which they will focus their efforts is, ―what is the scale of the ecological
and human interactions that leads to forest fires?‖
The analysis of Cash and Moser (2000) highlights the importance and the
complexity of this question in writing about the challenges of integrating science and
policy to effectively address environmental issues that play out at multiple scales. They
suggest that answering this question for a particular environmental problem involves the
following three challenges: 1) matching the scale of the management system to the scale
of the biogeophysical basis of the problem; 2) matching the scale of the problem
assessment and of the management response; and 3) adequately accounting for
interactions where dynamics occurring at one scale affect those occurring at another scale
(Cash & Moser, 2000, pp. 113, 118).
Cash and Moser recommend the use of ―boundary organizations‖ to successfully
navigate these three core scale-related challenges. Landscape-scale collaborative
processes can be thought of as boundary organizations, in that they provide forums for
effective communication between scientists and managers. The authors also recommend
leveraging the ―scale-dependent comparative advantages‖ of various institutions,
technical experts, and resources—i.e., using each at the scale where it is most effective—
as well as adaptive management (Cash & Moser, 2000, pp. 109, 114-118).
In defining what ―landscape-scale‖ means, size is a ubiquitous consideration. The
authorizing legislation for the CFLR Program required landscape-scale collaborative
projects funded under the program to be at least 50,000 acres in size. A number of
participants‘ comments reflected the notion that ―landscape‖ probably does suggest some
minimum size; some resonated with the 50,000-acre threshold, while others pointed out
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that this was a rather arbitrary number. Other than this legislatively-defined threshold,
there was no single vision for what the minimum size of a ―landscape‖ is. The main
theme that emerged from the data regarding the minimum size of a ―landscape‖ was that
the answer is contextual. For example, Interviewee #8 said, “[someone I know] says that
if you're not doing something at the 100,000-acre level, you're wasting everybody's time
and money… that it‟s not significant – that you can‟t have a significant ecological
impact. To me, that view completely ignores the social process.”
Several participants made the point that what is a reasonable size for a focal
landscape will vary by geographic area of the country (see Figure 5.) Several people also
suggested that, in defining the boundaries of a focal landscape for purposes of a
collaborative process, there may be an upward size threshold for what is optimal. For
example, a participant in the Deschutes Focus Group said:
 “I think it‟s two different ways. If I‟m thinking about collaborating on the land
itself, then that „landscape‟ could be anywhere from 15-20,000 acres up to
several hundred thousand acres. If I think of just „the landscape,‟ it‟s really
difficult -- you can‟t collaborate, but you may be able to apply certain things from
the smaller landscape (that you can collaborate on) to a much bigger landscape
of millions of acres with similar forest types.” (Deschutes Focus Group)
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 “In the western states, there are large, large areas of National Forest that are
also reasonably homogenous ecologically -- the same kinds of forest over a very
large area, or maybe two forest types. In the eastern United States, National
Forests are much smaller and the forest types are more highly variable. These
forests are much more patchy; there are more forest types.” (Interviewee #9)
 “Here in the U.S., I‟ve been involved with the Wildlands and Woodlands
initiative. That‟s a New England-based sort of thing. It‟s laying out a vision for
New England forests 50 years from now and realizing that it‟s grossly underprotected. The most important spots are connected, but there are large areas of
land connecting them, and with things like climate change and ecological
processes moving on, much of that is in private hands and you know, how do
you protect that going forward? And much of that will be kind of the working
forest landscape. And so, there is an importance of generating economic returns
to private landowners to ensure that they have an interest in maintaining their
forest. Much of the West, there‟s much more public land with smaller amounts
of private land, kind of either checkerboarded or abutting it, which can make it
more complex, but also somewhat easier, in that you've got a large portion of
landscape in public hands already.” (Interviewee #12)
 “The definition of „landscape scale‟ is contextual to the local situation. What
might be „landscape scale‟ in the West might be a ridiculous scale in Vermont.”
(Interviewee #8)

 “… in Southeast Alaska, in the Tongass, …we have an island geography
ecosystem… you can get up to 50,000 acres, but there are other areas that are
geographically isolated and smaller, so I think that‟s a little bit of a difficult
and arbitrary number for my reference. And I think it just really depends on
where you‟re working and … who you‟re working with. And there‟s a
combination of sort of the ecosystem boundaries and…. ecological boundaries
as well as community use …” (Interviewee #7)
Figure 5. Landscape size varies by geographic region.
Interviewee #11 offered the view that ―landscape‖ scale is a ―sweet spot‖ for
collaboration, noting drawbacks associated with both larger and smaller scales:
 “On the political side, it seems to me that the landscape-scale collaborative tends
to kinda be an optimum level. You‟re not so big that you get a lot of political
interference. You can get some political help, you know, the local Congressman
or local Senator may be watching, or maybe trying to help. So on the national
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scale, you got a lotta cooks in who then tend to be looking at, „I just want jobs.‟ I
don‟t know about what you mean, the kitchen… how to make the gumbo. And on a
really local scale, usually, like a project-level scale, sometimes there‟s no politics
or if it is, there‟s just some of the local folks „restoring the forest long-term,‟ you
know, and so… when you get to the landscape-scale, you can bring the local
politicians into a bigger view of „well, if you restore this long-term, you have
more jobs long-term.‟ You can bring some state and national politics to play that
would help, but often in my experience, didn‟t interfere. But when it‟s regional –
multi-state – or often national, then I start to see politics interfering more than it
helps sometimes. So a landscape-scale collaborative, to me, kinda hits the sweet
spot, where you can get enough politics involved that it helps, but it doesn‟t hurt
you yet.”
Interviewee #8 said that often the ―planning area‖ is larger than the
―implementation area.‖ This comment underscores the point with which this section
began—that the boundaries of a particular ―landscape‖ must be defined in context (Figure
6).
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“… I think most of them have planning areas that are double or triple the size
of their implementation acres… When you're working with the whole system
and you‟re trying to restore eco-ecological process, right? Ecological integrity.
You need to understand cumulative effects. You need to understand how, if we
do this on this end here, well, what about this land that‟s adjacent to it? How
does the system actually fit together? And so, the planning process is where
you're getting that landscape understanding of the conditions -- what's going on
on those different parts of the landscape. You know, you've got different soil,
different aspects, you know -- are you on a moist north slope, a dry north slope
without, you know -- pick your thing, right? And so, when you work at that
scale, you need to have that analysis and then prioritize the acres that need to
be actually treated first, right? Where do you take action first within that
context? The other thing is that -- particularly in the West here, where there's so
much public land -- often, in a planning area, you will have wilderness areas or
inventoried roadless areas, either adjacent to or embedded within that larger
landscape. So you need to, when you're deciding where to do your treatments,
understand where the lands that are quote, unquote, off base, right? Like we‟ve
essentially, zoned the entire West. Like every acre on a National Forest has
some kind of circle drawn around it, designating it for some kind of protection
or use, right? … and – or, or both! And so, you need to plan in a large enough
area so that when you do take that restorative or even, just straight-up
management action, you‟re understanding how it's going to affect that whole
system. It‟s not in isolation of itself. So it‟s very important that the planning
area be larger than the implementation area.”
Figure 6. ―Landscape‖ must be defined in context.
Looking Across Time. Finally, the temporal dimension enters into the ―shape‖ of
a landscape. This includes both the history of the area and humans‘ desired future for the
area. Each of these is explicated below.
Some participants mentioned historical phenomena as influencing the boundaries
of their focal landscapes. This came up in three ways—past administrative efforts that in
some way provided a helpful foundation upon which to build; a history of collaboration
in the area, resulting in an accumulation of social capital that could be leveraged; and
Native Americans‘ ancient relationship with the lands their people have inhabited since
time immemorial. See, for example, the quotes in Figure 7.
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 “…The Dinkey landscape has a long history (it‟s almost 20 years now), and so
the landscape has a lot of results from the historical context. A predecessor
project to the Dinkey project was the Kings River Administrative Study, and that
area was based on the demographic study area for the California Spotted Owl.
We picked that area covered by the spotted owl demographic study area, which
was 154,000 acres, if my memory‟s correct.” (Dinkey Focus Group)
 “One of the boundaries that kind of stuck was a result of the Forest Service
effort to revise their forest plan back in the early 2000s.” (Uncompahgre
Plateau Focus Group)
 “We drew the boundary around where there was collaboration. By building on
existing collaboration, we were poised for the next level.” (SW Crown Focus
Group)
 “And so, one of the things that's real important is, when you start talking about
how the forest and how the resources have gotten out of whack with the
exclusion of fire … you start thinking about these areas that have been a part of
my ancestors for a long time and about the importance of how those lands are
shaped by the Yakama people… It's looking … at what is provided to us
historically and what's provided in the future.” (Interviewee #10)
 “In our community, we're part of the land. We have been a part of this place.
When you talk about time, I think it's really important that, as a tribal
community, and as a tribal member, we just don't pick up and leave. We're a
part – and our ancestors, and our way of life and our culture and everything -is tied to this place. How we interact and the things that we value are linked
greatly to our forest, to our water, to those natural resources…. When you talk
about the place and time and the policies that have come through -- the treaties
and the federal government and the land being shifted for other purposes -we‟ve continued to be where my people have walked and where I plan to be a
part of this and the role that I play as the tribal government and trying to
guarantee that the land that was left to us, it's still in place after we leave. That
we leave it in a way that can continue on forever, and in many contexts, to
provide those things with our relationships to the Creator and who we are as a
Yakama people.” (Interviewee #10)
 “It‟s our responsibility in our traditions -- our role has always been that we
take care of those things as they offer themselves to provide to us the life and
our ability to be in that community as we are. And so, if it's the salmon, it is our
responsibility to honor the salmon and take care of it and to fight for its wellbeing, and it‟ll continue to provide foods for us that will sustain us forever. It's
central to our religion...” (Interviewee #10)
Figure 7. History informs the boundaries of some ―landscapes‖.
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The natural resource management goal that is motivating stakeholders to work
together in a collaborative process constitutes another variable that is essential in
determining the boundaries of the focal landscape. The quotes in Figure 8 illustrate how
participants factor their management goals into the boundaries of the ―landscape‖ they
are working on.
The “People” Factor. In the words of Interviewee #13, “… the collaboration part
(of „landscape-scale collaboration‟) is people working together on common goals.”
Given the centrality of ―people‖ to the phenomenon of study, it is not surprising that
characteristics and needs of the ―people‖ involved in, or affected by, landscape-scale
collaboration would shape their perspectives on the boundaries of the ―landscape‖ in
which they seek to collaborate. This section reports on respondents‘ comments about
social variables, community use and economic factors, and political and jurisdictional
considerations that inform the boundaries of a particular ―landscape.‖
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 “In our community, we're part of the land. We have been a part of this place.
When you talk about time, I think it's really important that, as a tribal
community, and as a tribal member, we just don't pick up and leave. We're a
part – and our ancestors, and our way of life and our culture and everything -is tied to this place. How we interact and the things that we value are linked
greatly to our forest, to our water, to those natural resources…. When you talk
about the place and time and the policies that have come through -- the treaties
and the federal government and the land being shifted for other purposes -we‟ve continued to be where my people have walked and where I plan to be a
part of this and the role that I play as the tribal government and trying to
guarantee that the land that was left to us, it's still in place after we leave. That
we leave it in a way that can continue on forever, and in many contexts, to
provide those things with our relationships to the Creator and who we are as a
Yakama people.” (Interviewee #10)
 “I think that the 50,000-acre definition for the CFLR Program was appropriate
because of what that program was trying to accomplish in terms of fire-adapted
ecosystems… The reason that is a reasonable size for working in a fire-adapted
ecosystem is largely a political answer… When you're dealing with fire, and the
way that fire behaves across a landscape and if you're really trying to alter the
system so that fire can play its natural role in a way that is restorative, and part
of a disturbance regime without being really damaging, you know, you do need
to get to a certain scale of … implementation.” (Interviewee #8)
 “Then you can look at how the natural landscape defines the landscape. If it‟s a
forest type that only exists at certain elevations, like Mountain Longleaf in the
Talladeega Mountains, obviously you don‟t need to look at the whole
watershed. You‟re looking at more of a zone that supports the type of ecosystem
you‟re looking to restore.” (Interviewee #11)
 “The more important is, are we doing the things necessary to reduce risk from
insect, disease and fire?” (Interviewee #10)
 “It can be just geographic, depending on the species in question that you‟re
trying to modify the habitats for, or for a group of species… I'm looking at
about 5,000 acres or more, or in general, in looking at what I would consider
geographically large-scale landscape acreage. But it‟s also dependent… on just
the acreage and how the surrounding area would be -- like a mountain region
or valley -- where you‟re trying to accomplish certain types of habitat
management that would impact certain species or a species.” (Interviewee #6)
Figure 8. Management goals inform the boundaries of a ―landscape‖.
As noted above (under ―History of the Area‖), existing social capital was one of
the factors considered by several projects in setting the boundaries of the landscapes on
which they would collaborate. This took the form either of some past administrative
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undertaking (such as a previous resource inventory), which would afford valuable data
for the collaborative effort, or past collaborative work in the area, which had established a
network of positive relationships and collaboration experience upon which to draw in
convening the new collaborative process. One focus group indicated that their
collaborative participants had considered, but rejected, the idea of simply accepting
boundaries used in the past: “We had lots of local discussion about where the boundaries
of our selected landscape lay, rather than adhering to previously-designated boundaries”
(SW Crown Focus Group).
The above reference to making boundary-setting decisions based on ―lots of local
discussion‖ points to the question of who makes this decision—a phenomenon referred to
here as ―definitional power.‖ In one case, the respondent said that the boundaries had
been set unilaterally by the Forest Service. However, in most interviews and focus groups
where participants brought up definitional power, they said that the boundaries had been
decided by agreement of the collaborators. Almost all interviews and focus groups
mentioned multiple variables that informed the boundaries of their landscapes, which
seemingly implies that significant explicit thought and discussion usually goes into
setting the boundaries of the landscape upon which many entities will agree to
collaborate.
The existence of agreement on the area needing restoration constitutes another
aspect of social capital that informed boundary-setting for three projects. If such an
agreement already existed when the collaborators were considering where to focus their
efforts, it would reduce the transaction time needed before collaborators could really get
out in the field and get their restoration efforts underway on the ground. Several
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respondents mentioned that, as the collaborative participants made progress on their
original restoration goals and they reached agreement on additional areas needing
restoration, the boundary of the focal ―landscape‖ changed to reflect the expanded
agreement and encompass the new areas.
One focus group (the Uncompahgre Plateau) reported varying perspectives of
where their landscape‘s boundaries lay as a known social fact: “The boundaries of the
Uncompahgre Plateau have always been subject to a variety of definitions.” The focus
group did not attribute a temporal quality to these variations, but rather implied that the
variation was due to the use of a diversity of landscape-defining reference points by
different parties in different contexts. See Figure 9 for illustrative quotes.

 “One of the boundaries that kind of stuck was a result of the Forest Service
effort to revise their forest plan back in the early 2000s.”
 “They drew boundaries primarily relative to transportation corridors…
(T)ransportation corridors kind of make sense because they lie along the four
valley bottoms. They‟re low point demarcators of the Plateau. So you have, on
the west side, the Paradox Valley; the north side, the Unaweep Valley and
Highway; the east side is the Uncompahgre and Gunnison River Valley; and the
south side is the Dallas Divide Road. Boundaries set by transportation
corridors lying along the 4 valley bottoms make sense because that‟s where the
land starts to rise and starts taking on a different biotic character – where you
start seeing transition from more of the agricultural lands into more of the nondeveloped vegetation types – from sagebrush going up to, finally, the alpine.”
 “When people talk about the Plateau, they also may be referring to the
landownership and the jurisdiction that they have management authority over
and not necessarily the entire Plateau.”
Figure 9. Boundaries of focal landscape vary by social reference point.
Community use and economic considerations represent additional dimensions of
the ―people‖ factor that may go into decisions about where to draw the boundaries around
a focal landscape—in other words, the way in which local communities interact with the
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landscape. This includes, for example, use of a forest for meeting subsistence needs and
traditionally popular recreation areas. The importance of community use in boundarysetting is illustrated by the following quote:
 “Community use is a big thing in Southeast Alaska, and particularly with Alaska
Native communities -- where they hunt, fish, subsistence…. So you‟ve got a lot of
small native communities and villages that are really dependent upon the
resources of their public land. So how they define their boundaries and how local
people use the land is also pretty relevant to our sort of collaborative work… The
local people‟s subsistence needs inform where you might go… In our overall
scoring, we had 20 or 22 criteria, including community use and subsistence uses.
If an area contained those kinds of uses, it could bump the score up.”
(Interviewee #7)
Economic activities on a forest can be thought of as one specific aspect of
―community uses‖ of a forest. One of the aspects of the CFLR Program that makes it
successful is that it encourages forest restoration in a manner that contributes to the local
economy and job creation. Rather than accepting as inevitable the polarization between
the environmental community and the forest industry that arose from the ―timber wars‖
of the 1980s and 1990s, the CFLR Program offers a way for both of these major social
sectors to get their needs met far better than they could do acting independently. See
Figure 10 for illustrative quotes.
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 “Here in the U.S., I‟ve been involved with the Wildlands and Woodlands
initiative. That‟s a New England-based sort of thing. It‟s laying out a vision for
New England forests 50 years from now and realizing that it‟s grossly underprotected. The most important spots are connected, but there are large areas of
land connecting them, and with things like climate change and ecological
processes moving on, much of that is in private hands and you know, how do
you protect that going forward? And much of that will be kind of the working
forest landscape. And so, there is an importance of generating economic returns
to private landowners to ensure that they have an interest in maintaining their
forest. Much of the West, there‟s much more public land with smaller amounts
of private land, kind of either checkerboarded or abutting it, which can make it
more complex, but also somewhat easier, in that you've got a large portion of
landscape in public hands already.” (Interviewee #12)
 “I like to also think about the community-based forestry, the local businesses.
One of the drawbacks of the large landscape-scale approach of fifty thousand
acres is can end up capturing the work. So I also think about landscapes in
terms of who do we have who can do the work in the woods? The business piece
of it…” (Interviewee #7)
 “We're trying to stay progressive in making sure that -- you had these major
changes with irrigation, with roads, with this whole dynamics across the
landscape. But our role with this tribe is to make sure that those things are
protected and that we find ways to restore their wellbeing and health. Things
like use of fire, gathering foods at a certain time, making sure that you only take
what you need – those kind of things tie into trying to live in this society, where
the economy plays a role.” (Interviewee #10)
Figure 10. Economic factors informing the boundaries of a ―landscape‖.
Political and jurisdictional considerations

represent

a somewhat

more

institutional, but no less important, example of the ―people factors‖ that commonly help
shape the boundaries of what we perceive as a ―landscape.‖ In terms of political
considerations, Interviewee #11 says:
 “On the political side, it seems to me that the landscape-scale collaborative tends
to kinda be an optimum level. You‟re not so big that you get a lot of political
interference. You can get some political help, you know, the local Congressman
or local Senator may be watching, or maybe trying to help. So on the national
scale, you got a lotta cooks in the kitchen… how to make the gumbo. And on a
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really local scale, usually, like a project-level scale, sometimes there‟s no politics
or if it is, there‟s just some of the local folks who then tend to be looking at, „I just
want jobs.‟ I don‟t know about what you mean, „restoring the forest long-term,‟
you know, and so… when you get to the landscape-scale, you can bring the local
politicians into a bigger view of „well, if you restore this long-term, you have
more jobs long-term.‟ You can bring some state and national politics to play that
would help, but often in my experience, didn‟t interfere. But when it‟s regional –
multi-state – or often national, then I start to see politics interfering more than it
helps sometimes. So a landscape-scale collaborative, to me, kinda hits the sweet
spot, where you can get enough politics involved that it helps, but it doesn‟t hurt
you yet.”
A number of respondents mentioned that they sought to set their ―landscape‖
boundaries taking many things into consider in a holistic manner, and noted that a
landscape often transcends jurisdictional boundaries. Nevertheless, land ownership,
affected jurisdictions, and maps were mentioned by many respondents as they talked
about the considerations that helped to shape their landscape boundaries. They didn‘t
ignore jurisdictional boundaries, but rather worked proactively to engage relevant
jurisdictions in the collaborative effort (see Figure 11). This finding reinforces the
observation of McKinney et al. (2010, p. 2) that… ―the promise of large landscape
conservation is its focus on land and water problems at an appropriate geographic scale,
regardless of political and jurisdictional boundaries.‖
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 “Landscape”… I think of broader geographies that include different land
ownership, land tenure, different government bodies, a mixture of people and
organizations, potentially even of nationality -- of countries, transboundary
sorts of issues.” (Interviewee #12)
 “As you go up in elevation, you transition from private land holdings into lands
administered by the Bureau of Land Management, and finally, up into the
National Forest.” (Uncompahgre Focus Group)
 ―It includes land of the five signatory land administrators that belong to the
Tapash Collaborative – the Forest Service, the Yakama Nation, The Nature
Conservancy, and two Washington State agencies -- the Department of Natural
Resources and the Department of Fish and Wildlife.” (Tapash Focus Group)
Figure 11. Jurisdictional factors informing the boundaries of a ―landscape‖.
Cities and counties were often named as reference points by respondents
describing to the PI the location of the landscape about which they were talking. Some of
the comments seemed to suggest that the larger the landscape, the more likely it would be
to include mixed ownership patterns. See, for example, the first quote in the selection
below:
 “In Wallowa County, which is north of Grant and Harney County (in the
northeast corner of the state), they've mostly been focused on Joseph Creek,… a
huge watershed. They‟ve been doing Upper Joseph Creek, Lower Joseph Creek -peeling things out. The acreage is quite significant, so there they‟ve been looking
at the watershed, not just the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. In that case,
there's also been work on private land. It‟s been more of a mixed ownership
landscape.” (Interviewee #8)
 “It‟s directly south of this area – in other words, the landscape here, you‟ve got
the north / south-running Cascades; the crest of the Cascades is the forest
boundary. It -- the forest then runs to the east and ends when it hits the high
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desert. We essentially… then you have towns -- Sisters to the north; come down a
little further south to Redmond, then come down to Bend; Bend‟s the biggest
city.” (Deschutes Focus Group)
Another way that respondents mentioned political jurisdictions was in talking
about the importance of undertaking restoration work in the ―Wildland/Urban Interface,‖
or ―WUI.‖ This is important because the extreme wildfires that are increasingly frequent
as a result of decades of fire suppression are far more likely to cause catastrophic loss of
life, property, and livelihood if they occur in areas adjacent to populated areas. Thus,
doing forest restoration work (which typically involves removing the kind of vegetation
that fuels forest fires) in the Wildland/Urban Interface may reduce safety risks more
significantly than doing forest restoration work elsewhere. See, for example, the quotes in
Figure 12.
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 “…we also picked it because it is the major part of the Wildland/Urban
Interface. In other words, where the towns and the people butt up against the
forest or actually live in it, in subdivisions and inside, on some private land. So
if we‟re covering that area, then the next logical thing would be to go, „Oh! We
still -- The next town to the south is Sun River, and then La Pine, and there‟s a
hole at Sun River‟... There‟s a town there, so it made sense to say, „Oh! We‟ll
just add onto the south‟… And then, that‟s where the fires come from, is up
high, and come down toward the Wildland/Urban Interface. So it made sense to
add that area. It‟s important to focus on the Wildland/Urban Interface, mainly
the connection to the fires,„cause we‟ve had quite a few. I mean they‟re natural
fires burn here -- usually starts to come over the crest of the Cascades, and then
the prevailing winds -- they blow to the east basically, but sometimes a little
northeast, sometimes a little southeast. And so the fires come down towards the
towns and cities, which are usually just on the edge of the forest, so it made
sense. And then, also, there‟s various private lands – inholdings -- and a lot of
those have been developed, either into destination resorts or just housing
developments that are surrounded by National Forest. So a huge number of the
people that live over in this area are in that zone and [indiscernible] several
different fires that‟d come down, and they would be potentially threatening
those towns‟ subdivisions, so it was like, „OK, let's put some emphasis there
because it makes sense to do restoration work and try to ameliorate for
potential fires, where the people and their houses are.‟ So that became a
priority.” (Deschutes Focus Group)

 “… and that‟s really where the boundaries of the Dinkey Collaborative came
from. In subsequent years, twice it was expanded slightly to match watershed
boundaries more closely and to butt up against one of the affected communities,
but basically that – that historic demographic study that drove the boundaries.”
(Dinkey Focus Group)
Figure 12. Wildland/urban interface: Implications for ―landscape‖ boundaries.
Overall, this section makes the point that the boundaries of the particular
―landscape‖ that will be the focus of a ―landscape-scale collaborative process‖ are
defined within a particular social, economic, and ecological context, taking numerous
variables into consideration. Most frequently, it is done through extensive discussions
among the collaborators. In so doing, the collaborators reflect upon the entire vista,
looking for the “sweet spot” – an area appropriate to the management goal that drives the
collaborative effort (e.g., the need for forest restoration and fire risk reduction)—an area
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that

is

“a

contiguous,

manageable

ecosystem,

that‟s

altogether

its

own

thing”(Interviewee #11). As the Tapash focus group observed, a landscape is defined
by… “looking across the entire land, without the political boundaries.” The
collaborators‘ efforts to approach the boundary-setting exercise from a holistic point of
view are further illustrated by the quotes in Figure 13.
 “One process difference is when we knew the facts, the facilitation process was
really getting everybody‟s ideas out on the table and finding the zone of
agreement and then, prioritizing that area of agreement and de-prioritizing the
areas we didn‟t agree on. But in this process, we don‟t have the answers, and a
lot of people don‟t have the information, and we don‟t have, even, competing
opinions! We just don‟t have answers. And so, instead of that process of getting
everybody's ideas out, it‟s that we‟re launching many different research efforts.
So … there are (seven) subcommittees that are … trying to come up with …
recommendations (on) how to do monitoring on a landscape level. And so, it‟s
much more of a research approach, and a „wait and see.‟ We know it‟ll be a
couple of years before we have answers….” (Colorado Front Range Focus
Group)
 “I find (that at) the project level... it‟s easier for us to modify or show how
we‟re mitigating some effect that somebody doesn‟t like, or modify a specific
treatment to take care of the conflict from a specific stakeholder in a project
than it is with the ideological stuff, where people that have these ideals about
the way that we should be managing forest lands tend to keep those ideals and
not want to change. I just think it‟s easier for us to resolve conflicts at a lower
level … until you can get everybody on the ground looking at the same piece of
property… I think that‟s where a lot of the conflict occurs…” (Colorado Front
Range Focus Group)
Figure 13. Bringing a holistic view to defining ―landscape‖ boundaries.
The “Distinct Flavor” of Landscape-Scale Collaboration. Reflecting on the
totality of respondent input, there seem to be five characteristics of landscape-scale
collaboration that set it apart from other forms of collaboration. These include: 1) the
high degree of scientific uncertainty; 2) working at a scale appropriate to the ecological
systems you are trying to restore; 3) a unique link between investing in relationships and
making efficient progress; 4) the ―sweet spot‖ in terms of participant knowledge,
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commitment, political assistance, and efficiencies of scale; and 5) self-governance. Each
of these is described more fully below.
Scientific Uncertainty and Its Implications. Landscape-scale collaboration
involves a large geographic area. The level of scientific uncertainty regarding the current
condition of the resources over such a large area, and the most effective way to attain the
desired future condition, is very high. Thus, research plays a more central role in
mapping the path forward than in project-level collaboration. It takes a long time to
gather existing information about all the resources involved, let alone obtain the results of
original research undertaken to answer specific questions raised by collaborators. This
means that the temporal planning horizon is very long, and adaptive management plays a
central role in determining how best to proceed. See, for example, the quotes in Figure
14.
Working At A Scale Appropriate to the Ecological Systems You Are Trying to
Restore. The landscape scale allows participants to look at the natural resources they seek
to manage in a holistic manner, both temporally and spatially. They are able to look over
the entire vista, consider how the components of the natural systems fit together, what is
needed to restore them to balance, and consequently, choose an appropriate focus for
their efforts. Participants report the utility, efficiency, and satisfaction of being able to
work at a scale appropriate to the system you are trying to change. (Figure 15 contains
illustrative quotes.)
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 “One process difference is when we knew the facts, the facilitation process was
really getting everybody‟s ideas out on the table and finding the zone of
agreement and then, prioritizing that area of agreement and de-prioritizing the
areas we didn‟t agree on. But in this process, we don‟t have the answers, and a
lot of people don‟t have the information, and we don‟t have, even, competing
opinions! We just don‟t have answers. And so, instead of that process of getting
everybody's ideas out, it‟s that we‟re launching many different research efforts.
So … there are (seven) subcommittees that are … trying to come up with …
recommendations (on) how to do monitoring on a landscape level. And so, it‟s
much more of a research approach, and a „wait and see.‟ We know it‟ll be a
couple of years before we have answers….” (Colorado Front Range Focus Group)

 “I find (that at) the project level... it‟s easier for us to modify or show how we‟re
mitigating some effect that somebody doesn‟t like, or modify a specific treatment
to take care of the conflict from a specific stakeholder in a project than it is with
the ideological stuff, where people that have these ideals about the way that we
should be managing forest lands tend to keep those ideals and not want to
change. I just think it‟s easier for us to resolve conflicts at a lower level … until
you can get everybody on the ground looking at the same piece of property… I
think that‟s where a lot of the conflict occurs…” (Colorado Front Range Focus
Group)
Figure 14. Scientific uncertainty: Implications for landscape-scale collaboration.

 “The benefit to landscape level work… (is) it's a skill you have to (have) to
actually deal with the …. ecological processes of concern, which in our case is
definitely fires. It‟s a really critical process, and you can't really address it
without working at a scale that's relevant to how that process works.” (SW Jemez
Focus Group)
 “One of the things in the course of history that I‟ve studied and learned from was
looking at Eisenhower and D-Day…What he set up to put D-Day in motion… the
hundreds of thousands of players that were involved in that for it to work -- it‟s
astronomical. I mean, he didn‟t even realize the magnitude of what he was
dealing with. But if he‟d had to be the one that was doing all the logistics and all
of the coordination, it wouldn‟t have worked. But he got a cadre of people around
him that knew what he wanted to accomplish and it went down the lines and DDay was successful. I think that‟s true with all that we do. The more we can
impart our values and people believe the credibility and where you‟re trying to
go, people want to be part of a winner and they want to be successful…. There‟s
no hidden agendas here… We‟re trying to move ahead and follow this game plan
to accomplish the landscape-type approach. And if we can do it on a landscape, it
makes a whole lot more sense than just making it on one individual farm.”
(Interviewee #6)
Figure 15. A scale appropriate to ecological systems.
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The comments of McKinney et al. (2010, p. 2) underscore the central role of scale
in collaborative governance in the conservation arena; they say that there is ―general
agreement that the promise of large landscape conservation is its focus on land and water
problems at an appropriate geographic scale, regardless of political and jurisdictional
boundaries‖ (p. 2). In this context, participants‘ understanding of the systems they are
trying to change is essential to selecting appropriate boundaries of ―the landscape‖ upon
which they will focus their efforts. As noted by Levin (1992, p. 1943), choice of scale on
which to focus is actually the ―central problem of ecology‖ due to its profound impact on
the patterns one will be able to see at his or her chosen scale, and the related fact that
patterns observable at different scales are likely to have different drivers as well as
consequences.
Link Between Relationship Investment and Efficient Progress. While
relationships are arguably central to most forms of collaboration, they take on extra
importance when working at the landscape scale for two reasons. First, as mentioned
above, landscape-scale collaboration tends to stretch over a long period of time—i.e.,
measured in years, not days or months. Continuity of involvement is important to making
progress, so that agreements can be negotiated and upheld, and topics need not be
rehashed repeatedly. Second, participant alignment around an agreed-upon focus is
important if they are to make progress, rather than spreading their efforts over too many
objectives. Respondents pointed out that the more participants trust and understand one
another, the better they are able to stay focused on particular goals rather than pursuing
tangential issues. Thus, they collectively articulated the importance of taking the time to
invest in building trusting relationships. They said that the time invested in doing so will
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ultimately pay off in an ability to work more efficiently together on shared goals.
Illustrative quotes can be found in Figure 16.
 “That‟s so critical because it speeds up the process so much if you develop that
trust and relationships, and it takes a long time to do that.” (SW Crown of the
Continent Focus Group)
 “Most of my best relationships with Forest Service people and industry people
have come through these landscape-scale collaboratives, these long-term
restoration projects that we‟ve done, either on a forest-wide or -- like longleaf
pine -- as ecosystems… the people I know that I can trust implicitly, that I know
I‟m going to go have a beer with, without even asking – they‟ll wanna go have a
beer with me – are folks that I went through these landscape-scale collaborative
experiences with… You also have a lot more smaller meetings -- the members of
the collaborative getting together sometimes – just, you know, the enviro guy
and the timber guy, just going out together to go talk about things and look at
things, and so you have meetings and development of relationships among the
members as well, where on these national level things, you don‟t have that.”
(Interviewee # 11)
Figure 16. Link between relationships, focus, and efficiency.
The “Sweet Spot” for Accomplishing Results. Participants also said that
landscape-scale collaboration represents the ―sweet spot‖ with respect to participant
knowledge and commitment, politics, and efficiencies of scale. With respect to
participant knowledge, they said that at the national level, participants tend to know about
policy, but are less intimately familiar with the natural resource they are trying to
manage; conversely, at the local level, participants tend to be very familiar with the
resource itself, but not very knowledgeable about applicable policy. However, at the
landscape-scale, participants tend to be knowledgeable about both the resource and
applicable policies. See Figure 17 for illustrative quotes.
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 “The (stakeholder collaboration process at the landscape scale) also seems to me
to be kind of a sweet spot - where you can get people involved who are willing to
give some long-term commitment to the process. Therefore, they become more
knowledgeable and share their knowledge more, and become involved more longterm. With a single project, you can (have) people comin‟ and then the next
project, they may not be involved because it‟s the next county over, or even just
the other side of the county.” (Interviewee # 11)
 “People that are actually tied to the land bring passion, and have the granularity
of what goes on there or does not.” (Interviewee # 10)
 “Like with the politics, when you get bigger -- whether it‟s multi-state or national
… these regional groups, or state groups of folks, … have a hard time being able
to sustain activity on that level. And then you get -- … The Wilderness Society or
the Sierra Club being the ones that are participating. So you tend to change from
the people that know the particular area to people who tend to know the policy,
nationally, better… But when you‟re at a landscape-scale, pretty much everyone
who‟s involved, most of the time, tends to be someone who knows the area you‟re
talking about. Plus they know some of the national policy stuff as well -- not that
they‟re buried into it to the point that DC wonks are, but they‟re not ignorant of
that. So, there‟s a sweet spot there as well.” (Interviewee # 11)
 “The beauty of what place-based landscape scale collaboratives do (if they‟re
done right) is that there‟s an awful lot of … peer-to-peer learning that goes on.
And so, one of those things may get started (and they get going in a whole variety
of different ways) where you do have that situation of the policy versus the
resource knowledge. As they begin working together; I‟ve seen that that gap
really closes. Now people can talk policy and resource around a table and have a
pretty good idea of what they‟re talking about. And they can also talk about it
from each other's point of view. For instance, it‟s in the Colorado state
constitution that the primary role of boards of county commissioners is
protection of human health and property. It‟s a constitutional requirement that
they have, and so, something they can‟t abdicate. And so, when we get into the
beginning stages of the formations of some of these groups, one of the things we
talk about is, „What are the lines in the sand that you can‟t cross?‟ And with
county commissioners, that would be one of the things that they would definitely
draw out there. So the whole idea is that you are informing each other of the
opportunities and restrictions that everybody around the table has, so that you
begin to understand where everybody‟s coming from, and if a County
Commissioner says, „I can‟t go there because that‟s gonna abdicate my
responsibilities in human health and safety,‟ everybody knows. „Okay, that makes
sense – we‟ll back off of that.‟ I think that‟s one of the beauties of the whole thing
-- that peer-to-peer learning that takes place that blends the resources with
policy knowledge.” (Interviewee # 4)
Figure 17. The ―sweet spot‖ for collaborative natural resource management.
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A similar point was made regarding political assistance—i.e., that at the local
level, political involvement tends to be focused on parochial interests such as maximizing
job creation. At the national level, political involvement can feel like interference to help
the politician achieve a big-picture goal. However, landscape-scale collaboration tends to
attract forms of political involvement that further the collaborative goal. See, for
example, the following quote:
 “On a really local scale, like a project-level scale, sometimes there‟s no
politics or if it is, there‟s just some of the local folks who then tend to be
looking at, „I just want jobs.‟ I don‟t know about what you mean, „restoring
the forest long-term.‟ When you get to the landscape-scale, you can bring the
local politicians into a bigger view of „well, if you restore this long-term, you
have more jobs long-term.‟ You can bring some state and national politics to
play that would help, but often in my experience, didn‟t interfere. But when
it‟s regional – multi-state – or often national, then I start to see politics
interfering more than it helps sometimes. So a landscape-scale collaborative,
to me, kinda hits the sweet spot, where you can get enough politics involved
that it helps, but it doesn‟t hurt you yet.” (Interviewee # 11)
Moreover, landscape-scale collaboration offers efficiencies of scale in that
participants are able to pool their resources to maximize traction in accomplishing mutual
goals. One of the stages at which this is particularly evident is when participants shift
from building consensus on what they want to do into implementing that vision on the
ground. This typically requires environmental analyses to comply with the National
Environmental Protection Act. When working at the landscape-scale, such analyses can
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potentially be done much more efficiently than normal by bundling multiple related
projects together for purposes of conducting these environmental analyses. One study
participant also mentioned that landscape-scale collaboration can illuminate broadlyapplicable ―zones of agreement‖ upon which resource managers can rely in making
subsequent decisions applicable to large geographic areas.
Self-Governance.

One

other

distinct

characteristic

of

landscape-scale

collaboration is that participants generally set up self-governance mechanisms. One entity
may organize and convene the parties, but no one entity typically has the power and
authority to make decisions on behalf of all the collaborators. If they are to work
productively together over a period of years, they need to develop a set of procedures for
decision-making and carrying out their work that is acceptable to all to whom they apply.
Typically, these procedures are documented in a charter, and rely upon consensus-based
decision-making. See, for example, the following quote:
 “The other thing is the whole governance question. And that‟s, how do these
groups really govern themselves? In a typical Forest Service public involvement
type of a process on a NEPA project, they really don‟t have to be terribly
committed to things. They‟re being asked for information; they‟re providing
information and so on. The place-based collaboratives are a whole different
animal because there‟s no one particular lead dog, necessarily. But they agree to
be self-governing groups. And so that whole exercise in governance and how
that‟s exercised among them is a very, very interesting process. And it takes all
different shapes, sizes, and forms. It‟s an interesting process because what it does
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is it makes the individual participants have skin in the game, because they‟re now
a part of the governance process.” (Interviewee #4)
Capacities Needed to Collaborate at the Landscape-Scale
Participants collectively identified a great number of ―capacities‖ needed to
effectively collaborate at the landscape scale. This section describes the full suite of
capacities enumerated by respondents, organized into the following categories: a)
sponsoring agency‘s or organization‘s capacities (where there is one); b) collaborative
stakeholder group capacities; c) constituent group capacities; and d) individual capacities
(including skills, knowledge, abilities, attitudes, and behaviors). Please see the
―Discussion‖ chapter for an analysis of which of these capacities are particularly linked
to the unique characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration as distinct from
collaboration at other scales.
Sponsoring Organization’s Collaborative Capacities. As mentioned earlier, not
all landscape-scale collaborative processes have a sponsoring agency or lead
organization; some emerge from grassroots organizing efforts, with public sector
agencies participating ―at the table,‖ but not leading or sponsoring the effort. However,
the Forest Service plays this role in the case of the Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program. As described below, respondents identified a number of capacities
ideally possessed by agencies or organizations sponsoring a collaborative process,
including specific characteristics of: the agency‘s personnel; leadership; and systems,
policies, and procedures.
Study participants noted that the Rural Voices for Conservation Coalition has
done a substantial amount of work articulating what is needed from an agency to
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effectively support collaboration. The 2012 findings of DuPraw et al. (2012) are
consistent with the results of the present study, although couched in different terms and
more specific elements; they found that components of an organization‘s collaborative
capacity include: 1) leadership and the sense of agency to employ collaboration when
appropriate; 2) individual knowledge and skills; 3) resources and time; 4) organizational
procedures that incentivize collaboration; and 5) the culture of the organization in
question. (Note that Item 2 in this list corresponds with ―the agency‘s personnel‖ and
Items 3 and 4 correspond with the agency‘s ―systems, policies, and procedures.‖)
Similarly, Leong et al. (2011) identify the need to ensure organizational culture,
institutional systems, and resource allocation enable employees to confidently use
collaboration as a standard operating procedure (p. 241). They emphasize the important
role played by ―influential decision-makers at mid-levels who control funding and set
rewards‖ in accomplishing that aim (p. 241); in the context of the Forest Service, this
phrase would likely refer to Line Officers. A USDA publication about fostering
collaboration in the watershed management context sheds further light on the
contribution of institutional arrangements to that goal; the author recommends: a) training
both agency personnel and community members so they are better able to build networks
of relationships and work collaboratively; b) clarifying for personnel the agency‘s stance
and sideboards regarding the use of collaboration; c) prioritizing partnerships and
protecting their flexibility to be innovative from premature integration into the agency‘s
organizational structure and culture; d) developing ―organizational structures,
mechanisms, and performance incentives to support collaboration, flexibility, and
information sharing between public and private parties‖ USDA (2006a, p. 15).
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Personnel. Perhaps the first and most fundamental agency-wide collaborative
capacity is having sufficient staff to enable them to participate effectively in the
landscape-scale collaborative process. In the present era of fiscal austerity, there is a
general perception that the Forest Service is under-staffed.
 “You know, it such a cluster-you-know-what with the Forest Service. It's just
getting worse and worse „cause they have less money and less staff… Less ability
to do anything…” (Interviewee # 5)
 “On another forest I was on, they gave District Rangers forest staff programs to
run. And so, they had two hats. They had a hat of being the District Ranger, which
is a whole set of focuses and skills. And then they were also tasked with being a
Project Manager, which is a whole set of focus and skills. And I think we have
some of that same thing going on here, where we're trying to have the same
people have so many things going on that take different skills and different focus,
that it‟s not that efficient. And it's hard on people. It's hard to change hats. In
some ways, I‟m basically a Project Manager for this project, but I'm supposed to
be a District Ranger. And so, that creates challenges because I'm constantly being
pulled in other directions.” (SW Jemez Focus Group)
On one hand, being short-staffed can be a driver for collaboration, which engages
external stakeholders in carrying out shared goals. On the other hand, it can mean that the
agency personnel involved in the collaborative enterprise cannot bring their best ―selves‖
to the effort because they are spread so thin. Sympathetic external stakeholders have
observed of their Forest Service counterparts, ―These people are working their butts off -they hardly have time to think!‖ Respondents mentioned a number of other agency-wide
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―capacities‖ pertaining to personnel management. These include: a) job descriptions and
hiring interview questions that reflect the importance of collaboration skills; b) a
promotion system that allows good collaborators to remain in a community to protect
continuity of relationships and commitments; c) supervisors who can recognize innate
collaborative propensities among their staff, which can be nurtured and expanded upon
through training and mentoring; and d) performance measures that reward—or at least
enable—effective use of collaboration. Illustrative quotes are shown in Figure 18.
 “And the other thing is, she's been there a number of years. Whatever relations
she‟s established, she has maintained. They were gonna move her out to
become a Forest Supervisor on the Inyo or something, and the locals wanted
her back. And so, she stepped back down to the district ranger level to follow
through on a collaborative forest effort. Agencies need to support their people,
not by kicking them upstairs to a higher level of responsibility and kicking them
out of the community, but giving them support at the level they‟re at „cause they
keep moving the good district rangers out to become good supervisors. But then
they get new people coming in as rangers who don't always pick up the ball.
There‟s a concern with the Forest Service, in particular, about this kind of
revolving door issue, of „Well, we made a deal with Kit – she‟s not here
anymore. This new guy has got a different idea about how he wants to do
things.‟ So there needs to be some continuity or the locals will say, „Well, we‟ve
been there and done that; we'll see you later.‟” (Interviewee # 3)
 “Groups need to have a process for dealing with transitions. Chances are 100%
that somebody in the Forest Service is going to change their role or leave, and
100% that somebody in one of the non-profits or the mills who was
participating is not going to participate because they got a new job, or they
moved to another community, or they got fed up and they decided they didn‟t
feel like playing any more. It‟s gonna happen. And so, having a process for
transitions, and how to replace that capacity, and talking about that is also
something that groups don‟t generally deal with until they have to deal with.”
(Interviewee # 8)
Figure 18. Personnel management and for collaborative capacity.
Agency Leadership. Respondents also noted the importance of agency leaders
recognizing and communicating the value of collaboration to field personnel. This took
several forms, including: a) supporting decisions or recommendations generated through
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collaboration (perhaps obtaining standing in court for such outcomes so they are less
vulnerable to litigation); b) fostering an organizational culture that embraces
collaborative problem solving with self-correcting mechanisms that reward collaboration
and discourage actions that undercut collaborative efforts; c) coordinating among Line
Officers internally so that they align to effectively support landscape-scale collaborative
processes; and d) allocating resources needed to sustain a landscape-scale collaborative
effort (recognizing that, at least in some regions, foundation support for collaborative
efforts is hard to come by). See, for example, the quotes in Figure 19.
Institutional Arrangements. Respondents also named several important agencywide collaborative capacities. These include policies, systems and structures by which an
agency organizes its operations. (See, for example, the comment in Figure 20.) The
personnel management systems mentioned earlier in this discussion of the sponsoring
organization‘s collaborative capacities can be thought of in this way. Other forms of
agency-wide collaborative capacities mentioned by respondents include: a) budgeting
procedures that enable managers to plan for the use of collaboration; b) pots of funds for
collaborative efforts; c) a time-keeping system that enables personnel to account for time
they spend in collaborative activities; and d) systems and procedures for measuring the
return on investments that the agency makes in collaboration (e.g., to be able to justify
the time and resources spent on it). The importance of the latter point is underscored by
the findings of Brewer and Selden (2000), who found a correlation between agency
success and agencies‘ efforts to empower staff and stakeholders (compared to
hierarchical management approaches).
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 “Region One is ramped right back up to where we were almost 15 or 20 years ago,
where everything is getting appealed and litigated. So the Forest Service is feeling
deflated. Everybody at the table is feeling deflated.” (Interviewee # 5)
 “(The Forest Service) did screw things up) one time „cause it was a brand new
ranger who didn‟t have a clue as to what he was doin‟, and no one got him up to
speed on what was goin‟ on. And so even the industry people were all mad at him.
„What are you doing? We don‟t want that! Don‟t touch that!‟ So, he got his hands
burned in the cookie jar really fast. No one was coming to his aid – no one in the
Forest Service, no one in the industry. No one was saying, „Hey, I‟ll back you up
for givin‟ us that old growth - thanks.‟ Nobody! He was all by himself, and that‟s a
lesson he learned real fast and hard. So I have seen it one time, but you know, it
was a self-correcting system. As soon as the Regional Forester found out about it,
she all but fired him. His ass was burned real fast. They were like, „You will not do
that again! This will not happen!‟ It‟s like a paradigm change! He came from an
old paradigm, from a different part of the system that hadn‟t done any of this yet,
and because of the timing, because the previous ranger left before he got there and
didn‟t have a chance to tell him, „Here‟s the deal here,‟ he came in and read a
briefing paper and didn‟t understand a word of it, and then went, „Well!
Everybody‟s collaborating, everybody agrees, so I‟ll go do what I want, and they‟ll
agree with me.‟ Nobody agreed with him.” (Interviewee # 11)
 “From a decision-making standpoint, the Line Officers in our organization are the
deciding officials. The two Forest Supervisors have the same broad vision of the
restoration piece that the Roundtable does. They‟ve kind of bought into that
concept. Where it tends to get a little different or iffy, is when you start going down
again in scale, and you have District Rangers that may be not on board with that
same vision, or when you start looking at the site-specific information for a project
level, where they‟re the deciding official. There may not be alignment with the
collaborative and their desired conditions. So it‟s easy to talk in really broad and
general terms, and „We all agree we need to be doing something in this area, and
we need to restore it,‟ but until you get down to that lower level and understand
what that specifically looks like, and come to agreement on that, then that‟s where
it gets messy -- when you go from the broad down to the bottom.” (Colorado Front
Range Focus Group)
 “Until the major national -- and a lot of the regional foundations fall in lockstep
with people like Pew –until those folks decide that collaboration – particularly at
the landscape-scale, doing restoration work, things like that – is valuable, and
something they wanna promote, and meets their political agenda, they‟re going to
continue to fund the old conflict paradigm, even as it makes less and less sense.
But again, it‟s politics. Doesn‟t matter if it makes sense on the ground, as long as
they can hammer a politician somewhere, and get a Democrat elected, where
before there was a Republican, they‟ll continue to use that.” (Interviewee #11)
Figure 19. Importance of leadership communications to the field.
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 “I‟ve spent a little bit of time trying to build collaborative capacity and
processes within the Forest Service. And that's been, probably, the biggest
challenge -- how budgets are allocated… Different functional programs get
different budgets and they don't share. And there's a resentment by all programs
for people that do timber management and fuels management because timber
and fuels get the biggest budget. They always have. It's a historic artifact of the
Forest Service. So, they get the biggest budget. They drive almost all the
projects. So if you're a fisheries person or you‟re a recreation person or if
you‟re a native plants person, your budgets are paltry compared to timber and
fuels. When they design the big projects, they basically set the terms of
engagement -- the terms of reference. And then, you as a specialist, have to
participate under those terms of reference. This is just another way that timber
and fuels just do their own thing… It relies on really good timber and fuels staff
officers and staff people to reach out to their colleagues and say, „Hey, I'm
thinking about doing this, in this area; what do you got going on in there?‟ You
know, „What are you concerned about? How might we combine our budgets to
do some mutually beneficial things?‟ It‟s something as simple as that? You and
I say, „Hey, that sounds pretty reasonable,” but that doesn't happen!‟”
(Uncompahgre Focus Group)
Figure 20. Collaborative capacities at the institutional level.
Fountain (2013), too, offers insights about the importance of agency systems in
enabling collaborative governance. In calling for more effective cross-agency
collaboration, she attributes the need to four phenomenon; one of these is a budget
process that fails to encourage sharing. She recommends that OMB and White House
policy-makers: 1) develop cross-agency collaboration management guidance on
collaboration; 2) stay engaged to help enable and ―enforce‖ cross-agency collaboration;
3) work with Congress to shape institutional directives that support cross-agency
collaboration; 4) identify shared systems and technology capable of reuse and
modifications to drive ―cross-agency streamlining and collaboration‖; and 5) integrate
cross-agency capacity building into the performance evaluation of senior executives.
Fountain (2013) further suggests that cross-agency management requires pulling
together the right expertise, talent, and resources; creating the right problem-solving and
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conflict resolution arrangements; and creating and enforcing the rules. A ―collaborative
manager‖ must be able to work with people with different perspectives; show fairness;
listen actively; share and be flexible; think out of the box; form strong professional
relationships; communicate openly; and take measured risks, the author believes. With
respect to the organizational processes that encourage cross-agency collaboration,
Fountain believes the following are key: setting big goals; detailing responsibilities and
duties; formalizing agreements; pursuing shared operations; obtaining sufficient
resources; building effective communication channels; and adapting through shared
learning.
Collaborative Stakeholder Group’s Collaborative Capacities. This section
identifies ―functional capacities‖ that a collaborative stakeholder group must find a way
of fulfilling along its journey to success. The term ―functional capacity‖ is used here to
refer to elements of collaborative capacity that are: a) larger phenomenon than can be
embodied by just one individual; and b) support group effectiveness rather than
individual effectiveness per se. Functional capacities identified by respondents include
staffing and governance, process management, funding, and scientific support.
Staffing and Governance. Because landscape-scale collaborative processes tend
to be multi-year endeavors involving numerous people and a significant investment of
funds and other resources, the topic of how you organize the enterprise and make
decisions (―governance‖) becomes quite important. Governance includes leadership and
committee structure, staffing, funding, a charter, and organizational culture. Each is
further described below, after the following illustrative quote:
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 “The other thing is the whole governance question. And that‟s, how do these
groups really govern themselves? In a typical Forest Service public involvement
type of a process on a NEPA project, they really don‟t have to be terribly
committed to things. They‟re being asked for information; they‟re providing
information and so on. The place-based collaboratives are a whole different
animal because there‟s no one particular lead dog, necessarily. But they agree to
be self-governing groups. And so that whole exercise in governance and how
that‟s exercised among them is a very, very interesting process. And it takes all
different shapes, sizes, and forms. It‟s an interesting process because what it does
is it makes the individual participants have skin in the game, because they‟re now
a part of the governance process. They‟re not just a respondent to a question.”
(Interviewee # 4)
Most collaborative stakeholder groups have a charter, which encompasses the
group‘s charge and operating protocols—also part of governance. Operating protocols
cover a multitude of procedural topics, such as decision-making procedures and the
process for identifying members. See Figure 21 for respondent comments about charters
and operating procedures used in their landscape-scale collaborative forest restoration
processes.
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 “I say the word, „charter,‟ by the way, with a small „c‟. I know that raises all
kinds of FACA bells inside of federal agencies, so I use it with a small „c‟.
Sometimes, we just call it an „agreement to work together.‟” (Interviewee # 4)
 “Groups need to have a process for dealing with transitions. Chances are 100%
that somebody in the Forest Service is going to change their role or leave, and
100% that somebody in one of the non-profits or the mills who was
participating is not going to participate because they got a new job, or they
moved to another community, or they got fed up and they decided they didn‟t
feel like playing any more. It‟s gonna happen. And so, having a process for
transitions, and how to replace that capacity, and talking about that is also
something that groups don‟t generally deal with until they have to deal with.”
(Interviewee # 8)
 “Managing changes in personnel in a way that helps protect the relationships
that have been cultivated over quite a while through a collaborative is a tough
challenge. That's something that we‟re actually facing right now. That's when
you fall back on the charter, and the guidelines that you‟ve agreed to as a
group. So that anybody new coming in has to fall within those parameters. And
so they know their own working space. Tapash has had a changeover in some of
their personnel. Not the organization, but certainly their lead folks, in
particular. There was a change two years ago with the DNR, and now most
recently, The Nature Conservancy is kind of re-organizing. And we‟re seeing
some new faces. And (the) Forest Supervisor (who‟s been one of the originators
of Tapash) is now leaving within a matter of a few weeks. So, we‟re evolving.
But yet, I haven't seen the overall Tapash being derailed by that. It takes a little
bit of time again to establish a working relationship with the new folks, but we
stayed on course for what our mission is.” (Tapash Focus Group)
 “There‟s kind of an inherent conflict if you're an agency person – especially a
decision-maker like a District Ranger or a Forest Supervisor with a really
specific authority, like a NEPA document. They are the ones who are supposed
to know what‟s in the analysis of the agreed-upon actions, and make a decision
about how they want things to go. That‟s just part of their job. And on the other
hand, we've got a situation where essentially, we're kind of asking for a broader
group of people who don't have a delegated authority –those being the
collaborators -- to share some decision-making with that person. So there's this
uneasy tension about what belongs to the agency and District Ranger. In
particular, what is the role of the collaborators? Is it shared decision-making?
Is it shared management of a National Forest?” (SW Jemez Focus Group)
Figure 21. Charters and operating procedures.
Respondents‘ experience with levels of dedicated staff support for their
landscape-scale collaborative efforts varied widely, some with none at all (not even a
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project manager). It was clear from their comments that dedicated staff support makes a
big difference in launching and sustaining a landscape-scale collaborative effort. Without
dedicated staff, it is difficult to make sufficient headway to keep collaborators engaged at
the outset, and then difficult not to overtax collaborators‘ available time and energy in
keeping the operation going. This is even more true if the collaborative endeavor seeks to
expedite normal timeframes for processes such as the environmental impact analyses
required by NEPA. Respondents encouraged the Forest Service to address this issue
head-on in order to effectively implement the collaborative approach to forest plan
revision called for in the 2012 Planning Rule. Additional respondent observations and
advice on staffing a collaborative process included:


Collaborative processes take time, which is in short supply; this needs to be
addressed, not ignored. Staffing is a key way of addressing it.



Provide a dedicated team leader who has strong collaboration understanding,
vision, and skills to help those to whom collaboration feels uncomfortable.



Ensure you have the right personnel. Collaboration doesn‘t come naturally to
everyone, and shouldn‘t be forced on people. Some people are really good at
it, and others not so much. You can teach people, but it just doesn‘t always
take. Avoid those who define themselves by what they‘re against and those
who don‘t like being helpful. You don‘t want ―bulls in a china shop‖ nor
someone who‘s too soft.



Don‘t give one person too many disparate responsibilities; it is inefficient and
hard on people to wear too many different ―hats.‖ Divide the work among
numerous people.
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See Figure 22 for illustrative quotes pertaining to staffing a collaborative process.
Leadership and Committee Structure. Leadership encompasses the sponsoring
organization or agency (in this case, the Forest Service) and the potential chair or cochairs for the collaborative stakeholder group. It may also involve committees
empowered by the group to set strategic direction. One group, for example, underscored
the value of its committed Executive Team, which provides leadership and resources, and
holds the work group accountable. Another group has a steering committee with cochairs that rotate every three months.
The work of Fountain (2013) related to capacities important to the success of a
collaborative team can reasonably be applied to committees and subgroups of landscapescale collaborative processes. Fountain suggests that collaborative teams must meet five
conditions to be effective. The team must have: clear boundaries with interdependent
members and steady memberships; tight focus on the desired outcomes, not just the
process; a viable structure for carrying out the team‘s charge; adequate resources and
support from outside the group; and a champion to help when needed. Whether a team or
individual, keys to success include trust, consistency, and networks. Fountain
recommends that agency managers: set and communicate clear goals; align working
group structures to collaboration tasks; establish clear duties and responsibilities; create
formal agreements, common operations, and shared resources to support goal
achievement, and shared performance metrics. See Figure 23 for respondent comments
about leadership and committee structures they have experienced.
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 “I think it is very important to get staff support for the collaborative group… a
staff person whose job it is to help organize them, make sure that the notes are
taken, and that they have a website… things will be so much smoother and
better if people make that investment.” (Interviewee # 8)
 “I guess the only problem with our steering committee chairs that rotate is that
it's a very small pool. They‟ve asked the stakeholder group if other people
would step up and help because it's a lot of work and it‟s just a small pool. …
There's no way I could do something like that … without being compensated.
And then it depends on steering committee chairs, if their organizations are
willing to allow them to do it because it's so much of their work time. I think
generally, people are in a position where their organization contributes their
time to being a steering committee co-chair for the collaborative. You also have
that organizational support for that position as well. Whether we‟ll get a
director someday, I don't know; that's always a possibility too. You can get a
permanent position in there that would take care of all that, but then you need,
of course, funding for that.” (4FRI Focus Group)
 “I no longer go to the monthly meetings. It‟s my schedule. I just don't have time.
I'm an army of one and I really need to have two staff people. So I stay on the
steering committee and I go to the semi-annual meetings that we have. I do not
go to the monthly forest restoration committee meetings that we have -- like six
or seven of them that go on monthly. And that's just with the Montana Forest
Restoration Committee. Montana does have other collaboratives. There‟s one
up in the Kootenai that I used to go to at one point, and I just don't have time
anymore.” (Interviewee # 5)
 “You gotta ramp up; make sure you have the right personnel… People from our
district that are working on this project are getting killed. They‟re on the IDT
(Inter-Disciplinary Team) and work their regular jobs and we really need to let
people succeed -- free them up a little bit to work on these things „cause the
regular jobs are kinda eatin‟ our lunch. So there needs to be that recognition
that, at least in the beginning, to get something like this up and running, and to
build a good foundation, you can‟t be doing it as a collateral duty.” (SW Jemez
Focus Group)
Figure 22. Staffing a collaborative process.
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Figure 22 (continued).
 “We didn't really have an established group. There were a lot of really
interested people who have been working on projects together or separately in
the Jemez Mountains for a long time, and the CFLR gave us a chance to get
kind of together and think bigger. But there was no separate defined entity that
was responsible for working with the federal agencies. And so what a number of
us external folks have been trying to do is find a way to round us all up a little
bit better and, and maybe define us so that individual organizations will still
pursue what they need to, but that, in regards to agreements on how we would
interact with the Forest Service, we're still trying to formulate that. And so, we
have sort of a draft charter. Some CFLRs actually have a collaborative as a
major partner who'll receive some kind of assistance funding in order to play
that role. And we don't have that, so those of us that are working primarily in
the non-profit sector, we're trying to do it more piecemeal, with available
monies that we have. So it's an intent, but it isn't complete yet.” (SW Jemez
Focus Group)

Funding. Funding encompasses the sources of funds, mechanisms for managing
and accounting for funds, and related roles and responsibilities. See Figure 24 for
respondent insights about funding landscape-scale collaborative forest resource
management processes.

174

 “Leadership is … an important factor -- leaders who can listen and not be
rigid in their views and be articulate.” (Interviewee #12)
 “(It‟s recognizing) the traits that can be nurtured and expanded upon. There‟s
training and there's mentoring that can improve that and refine that.”
(Interviewee #2)
 “I have facilitated two collaborative processes that were rancher-led…. When I
say rancher-led, I mean the ranchers comprise the majority of the members and
they sit at the table, and they picked their own people with some input… The
reason I got it rancher-led is, it is a culture that perceives itself under siege,
and is highly individualistic in the personalities of the players who have relative
power, depending on how much land that they own. These are distinguishing
characters to me.... In my experience, you won't get them to the table unless
they think that they control the table. By control the table, I mean set the agenda
and invite who they want… there were no permanent members who were not
ranchers... So it was not a consensus process in the sense of what we're talking
about with the Forest Service -- a facilitated cross-cultural group working on
an array of issues. It was a mono-cultural group. And the cross-cultural came
by invitation and those discussions were facilitated around specific project
concepts. And also included the Forest Service.... Had I known of the model of
saying, „Let's set up a collaborative group of the greater Yellowstone
Region…,‟ it never would've happened... because of the culture of the ranching
community. I don't like to say it, but they have a combination of qualities that
leads to a protective and defensive mindset that requires a different structure to
get them to the table.‖ (Interviewee #1)
 “In this day and age of gridlock from Washington, D.C. on down, I think the
best way to get everybody's attention is to get close to your enemy. In other
words, start talking with the people that you believe are your worst critics. And
come up (with them) with some kind of approach to resolving your differences.
Or if not resolving them, at least clarifying what they are, so they are resolvable
(in lawsuits or whatever)… If I were the Forest Service, I would draw in my
critics and start talking to them and find out what their problem is, and
organize something with them. As opposed to organize it in isolation and then
hope somebody comes to the party. Otherwise, they're not gonna come. They're
gonna feel they're getting set up.” (Interviewee #3)
 “So, if we know that the ecological science has already shown us this is going
to happen, and this is what‟s good for a given species, if we manage it this way,
that‟s where I'm gonna stand at the end of the day. Now, you gotta play politics
all the way through the game. I mean, if you don't, you‟re gonna lose,
regardless….” (Interviewee #6)
Figure 23. Leadership for landscape-scale collaborators.
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 “You need to be able to come up with some kind of a plan where you can
continue being able to fund a position, and try to come up with some strategies
to try to do that, or somebody find volunteers who are willing (you know,
whether they are retired or something). You need to be able to have someone to
be able to find a way to get that commitment of time. No matter how you do it,
whether it‟s money or it‟s just „OK, I care about it, and I‟ve got the time and
resources to do it.‟ It doesn't matter, but that‟s what you need to come up with.
Otherwise, it‟s just hit or miss. It‟s the follow-through and the carry-through
and the relationships you build. You‟ve gotta be able to have people that can do
that, and you‟ve got to be able to commit people's time, not just go once or
twice. Otherwise, just drop out. You‟re not a part of it. You don‟t have the
influence…” (Deschutes Focus Group)
 “… you‟re institutionalizing a new way of doing things, and then you‟re
measuring how well it works. Which helps with the second thing, which is
securing the ongoing support of funders.” (Interviewee # 11)
 “Fundraising strategies are another important consideration at the
organizational level…. (Also at the organizational level), we needed the
intellectual engagement at the highest levels, which we got --and at the Board
level, too. And that relates back to the fundraising side. You know, they need to
understand what we were doing on the ground.” (Interviewee # 12)
 “Another aspect of building an organization‟s collaborative capacity is having
some kind of funding mechanism; you know, having people who participate
have to either „pay to play‟ or give a commitments some other way, like through
their time, by being on committees.” (Colorado Front Range Focus Group)
Figure 24. Funding landscape-scale collaborative processes.
Organizational Culture. Organizational culture refers to what it feels like to be
part of this particular collaborative stakeholder group. The fact that the respondents are
members of collaborative groups convened under the auspices of the Forest Service
informs their groups‘ organizational culture but does not dictate it; for example,
respondents observed that the Forest Service generally takes a more organic approach to
collaboration than is seen in many other venues. However, they noted the value of
articulating the collaborative group‘s own organizational values. Several respondents
noted—and reflected—the value of having fun together, both on the merits and as a way
of sustaining the effort. (See, for example, the SW Crown of the Continent focus group.)
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In addition, a number of respondents commented on the importance of how the
collaborative group deals with risk and uncertainty, and the value of being open to
―scientific trial and error.‖ See, for example:
 “In terms of how risk plays out in the collaborative process, people are afraid of
applying a „one size fits all‟ mentality to landscape, and so, that definitely slows
us down. An example of that is, um, when we were writing the CFLR monitoring
plan, we thought we had agreement on desired conditions, but then we wanted to
quantify them. So, for example, we wanted to set targets of how many trees per
acre should there be, what should the basal area be? We wanted quantitative
metrics that we could then monitor against. But then, we got really stopped when
the group did not want to apply any metrics across the landscape scale, believing
that the metrics would vary across the landscape; and so, we were not able to put
quantitative metrics into our monitoring plan.” (Colorado Front Range Focus
Group)
Related comments indicated that collaborators‘ tolerance for risk and uncertainty
seemed to increase with: a) open communication and boning through face-to-face
meetings; b) demonstrated Forest Service transparency and its receptivity to joint
learning; c) long-term commitment; d) understanding what it means to participate in an
adaptive management process; and e) seeing tangible results and publications emerging
through adaptive management. See, for example, the following quote:
 “I also think the tolerance for risk has increased. Originally, this group was
pretty risk-averse -- you know, „once you cut a tree down…‟ Over the last couple
of years, since the CFLR project began and we began having these conversations,
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people have become more open to the idea of, „Okay, well, let's try it and see what
it looks like.‟ …. (That increasing tolerance has developed because) we‟ve had
some pretty open communication, and some willingness on the part of the agency
to try some of this stuff, and kind of throw open the books and say, „Come and
take a look, and tell us what you think.‟ We‟ve also had some pretty open and
honest communication about things, and I think that‟s allowed us to learn
together… „The other thing that is helping us is that the CFLR is a 10-year
project, and it‟s giving the representatives of our group this notion that we need
to stick together for 10 years because we have a commitment and obligations to
this money.‟ And before that kind of long-term commitment, the Roundtable could
have just disbanded at any moment. Now, we‟re really stuck to each other, and so
… that allows us to experiment more, because we know there‟s always going to be
another meeting in the future where we can digest what we‟ve learned.”
(Colorado Front Range Focus Group)
Process Management. While virtually all respondents conveyed the importance
of facilitation support for the success of landscape-scale collaboration, they turned to
varying sources for that support. Some typically hired professional facilitators, while
others drew upon non-governmental organizations for facilitative leadership. Some
reported that collaborative groups they knew of self-facilitated, only turning to
―professional‖ facilitators when there was no one available in the collaborative group
who could manage the anticipated discussion; one group is consciously working toward
the goal of being able to self-facilitate. In some cases, the process management support
takes the form of ―facilitative‖ leadership by a stakeholder group, or organizational/
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coordinating support from staff hired by the collaborative group itself. See Figure 25 for
respondent comments about the importance of skilled process management.
 “It is important to have an excellent facilitator, and a paid facilitator, because
you have to put your money where your mouth is. When you‟re paying for
something, you devote more of your own time and energy to it. So getting a free
volunteer facilitator may not really get you what you need, and won‟t get you to
put the time that you have to put in, too.” (Colorado Front Range Focus Group)
 “… the majority of the groups that I work with usually have a non-profit that is
either in the community or in the region that facilitates. Often, groups will selffacilitate. They usually only use, quote, professional facilitators when they have
a situation where there's nobody in the room that anybody thinks can manage
the conversation… some of the groups I've worked with hired a scientist to help
facilitate a conversation about an issue that they were having on the science of
mixed conifers… who they all trusted and respected their opinion... because
otherwise, people were just going around in circles… I find is that people don't
seem to gravitate towards the facilitators that are just good at process. They
want people with some subject-matter expertise. It's almost like a „leaderful‟
facilitation. They're neutral, but then, the group has actually asked them to lead
them to a point. And so, it's not just making sure that everybody is getting a
chance to speak and that all the issues are vetted. It‟s actually facilitating a
conversation and saying, „Hey! Wait! This is actually a fact.‟ Kinda like the
reporter that was moderating the debate when she did „fact-checks‟ with Mitt
Romney, right there on the spot. I think people appreciated that. She wasn't
being neutral, but I think people agreed it was necessary…” (Interviewee #8)
Figure 25. Process management for landscape-scale collaboration.
Another aspect of the process management function besides facilitation of the
core collaborative stakeholder group is stakeholder engagement. This refers to
proactively reaching out to other interested parties, politicians, and the public to keep
them abreast of progress being made by the collaborative group and invite their input at
strategic points. All of the collaborators can contribute to this outreach, or a particular
person, subgroup, consultant, or participating organization may be responsible for this
function. Some collaborative groups have the support of a ―resource pooler‖—a form of
facilitator/coordinator who helps link the collaborative group with the community (e.g.,
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attending local meetings and briefing community groups on progress). In addition,
process management includes mechanisms for sustaining the collaboration (e.g.,
organizationally) and refreshing the slate of core participants (e.g., replacing
representatives that leave).
Collaborative Capacities Needed By Each Constituent Group. A constituent
group is the organization or sector represented by an individual participant in a
collaborative process. Because negotiations that take place in the public policy arena by
definition affect the public interest, there are always numerous stakeholders affected by
the topics under discussion in a landscape-scale collaborative process that deals with
national forest management. For that reason, the individuals who participate in the core
discussions each typically represent a number of other stakeholders. There are a number
of competencies on the part of both the constituent group and its representative ―at the
table‖ that help ensure that the outcome of the process meets the needs of all constituent
stakeholders and not just the comparatively few individuals with the time and resources
to participate ―day in and day out.‖ Forms of support that constituents can provide to
their respective representatives at the negotiating table to help them be effective are
identified in Figure 26.
Scientific Support and Learning. The learning function for a collaborative
stakeholder group working at the landscape scale seems to be particularly important due
to the size of the resource that members need to understand in order to recommend how
to effectively manage it. Multiple respondents mentioned that because of a landscape‘s
sheer size, it is extremely challenging for collaborators to ―wrap their minds around it‖—
i.e., to make the many abstractions involved ―real‖ and truly grasp the lay of the land. A
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very strong theme that emerged from the interviews and focus groups was the importance
of joint field trips as a way of becoming familiar with the landscape. However, the unique
mental/analytical challenge associated with understanding a whole landscape led a
Deschutes focus group participant to suggest that: a) there may be an upper size limit for
landscapes that are amenable to collaboration; and b) for larger landscapes, it may be
more viable to extrapolate the lessons learned on landscapes of a more manageable size
with similar characteristics.

 Trusting the representative;
 Encouraging the representative to have patience and flexibility;
 Making time for regular listening sessions with the representative to discuss
what is taking place ―at the table,‖ including intellectual engagement from those

at the highest levels in the organization;
 Coordinating internally on input;
 Empowering the representative to push for action;
 Assigning enough personnel (e.g., one person for every one or two collaborative
efforts in which your organization is participating).
Figure 26. Supporting one‘s representative ―at the table‖.
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 “Another conflict management strategy is having a solid science basis for what
forest project is being proposed and why it's being proposed. Science is actually
not a monolithic institution. When we talk about high-quality science, we talk
about knowledge and results that have been produced as a result of really
rigorous methods that result in data that has a 95% or higher confidence
interval. The kind of science that I think we're doing for the CFLR projects does
not reach the level of 95% confidence. They might reach the level of 80%
confidence. I don‟t have the exact number, but it's something probably lower
than 95% „cause 95% involves a huge amount of investment and I know we're
not investing at that level. But, it's producing results and knowledge that, I
guess for the lack of a better term, is „good enough.‟ If you're in a jury, and
you're charging someone with first degree murder, it has to be beyond a
reasonable doubt. It has to be at that 95% confidence interval or higher. But
there are other judicial decisions that you sit on a jury that is not „beyond a
reasonable doubt,‟ but is „a preponderance of the evidence‟ – that there‟s
enough evidence where you're pretty sure that this person is guilty or innocent.
And you‟re reasonably confident that you can make that decision, and that the
consequences of that decision are not going to be life or death, like the death
penalty. So that's one way in which I think about what I mean by a solid science
basis -- there's enough evidence where, collaboratively, the group has decided,
„We're comfortable with this level of knowledge and evidence to move forward,‟
and that, „There's not enough countervailing evidence and information that
prevents us from doing anything.‟” (Uncompahgre Focus Group)

 “… it‟s important that the people bringing forward the landscape-scale
information -- which is usually more than any one individual organization can
assemble -- are seen as an honest broker in this. They‟re not hiding information
-- that they‟re gathering a robust data set because there‟s always challenges as
to, „Well, you didn't get this,‟ or „you missed this.‟ So that's why it‟s important
that there's a disinterested third party (if such is possible) collecting the data,
analyzing the data, and presenting the data…. Cooperative Extension is one
viable entity for doing that, and in the Sierra Nevada, there is a Sierra Nevada
Ecosystem Project (SNEP)… that‟s a University of California effort where the
Forest Service sent money to the university to act as a kind of honest broker of
data. So the SNEP project is an explicit expression of this effort of being an
honest broker and keeper of the data, and interpreter of the data. The Forest
Service … they've got a dog in the fight. So it's hard for them to be seen as an
honest broker, even if I think they are. They've collected a lot of data, but
there‟s always, I think -- on the part of some -- distrust of the Forest Service, for
whatever reason. So, I haven't seen them take on that role, really. And, to be
honest, I haven't seen a lot of robust efforts other than the SNEP project,
because it takes a lot of money to collect the data and then to present it.”
(Interviewee # 3)
Figure 27. Science support for landscape-scale collaborators.
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Because of a landscape‘s size and complexity, modeling can play a very helpful
role; however, building useful models still requires a significant data collection effort,
even if it relies only on existing data. For example, existing data often must be gathered
from various agencies, organizations, and databases, then analyzed and converted into
comparable units. Even with concerted efforts along these lines, existing data may not be
sufficient to map a reliable path toward desired future conditions, given the extensive
scientific uncertainty about pertinent natural and social science questions. Thus, many
landscape-scale collaborative efforts include substantial original research. All of this
takes a long time, and requires technical experts who are seen as credible and trustworthy
by all the collaborators. In addition, the complexity and uncertainties involved underscore
the importance of monitoring and adaptive management. Please see Figure 27 for sample
participant quotes on this subject.
Individual Collaborative Capacities. Respondents named multiple collaborative
capacities centered in the individual (see Figure 28). These can be grouped into: 1) skills;
2) knowledge; and 3) abilities, behaviors, and attitudes. Each category of individual
capacities is further described below.
Skills. Skills identified by respondents as important to the success of landscapescale collaboration include analytical skills, intra-personal skills, and inter-personal skills.
1. Analytical Skills. Perhaps the most fundamental skill mentioned by
respondents is assessing a situation to determine if collaboration is an
appropriate approach to dealing with the presenting challenges, as indicated
by the following quote:
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 “For organizations that want to come up to speed on how to function
collaboratively, first of all, is really assessing, „Is collaboration the
correct tool for you in this situation?‟ And I think that‟s where I always
start. Collaboration doesn‟t work everywhere. There are some situations
in which trying to develop a collaborative group – I mean, you might as
well be trying to push a rope!” (Interviewee #4)
2. Intra-Personal Skills. Two skills pertaining to effectively managing oneself in
the context of landscape-scale collaboration include time management and
―facilitating one‘s self,‖ as indicated by the following quotes:
 “One of the really critical trainings is definitely time management. But
just time management training alone isn‟t going to save you.” (SW Jemez
Focus Group)
 “I‟ve actually taken facilitation training… one company called
Integration; they have a class called „Leading Artful Facilitation,‟ and it
works with you on facilitating yourself, so that you aren‟t necessarily
contributing to the problem, as well as facilitating one-on-one, and then,
facilitating large groups.” (Colorado Front Range Focus Group)
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Knowledge
1. Foundational understanding of how the Forest Service works
2. Intimate familiarity with the ecological systems on the focal landscape
3. Understanding of one‘s fellow collaborators, including aspects of their
cultural identities that affect their participation
4. Relevant sideboards, such as applicable laws
5. Political considerations affecting the path forward
Skills
1. Analytical Skills
2. Intra-Personal Skills (time management and self-facilitation)
3. Inter-Personal Skills
a. Leadership
b. Fundraising
c. Diplomacy
d. Trust-building
e. Representing one‘s constituency
f. Process management
Abilities, Attitudes, and Behaviors
1. Mature
2. Experienced in collaboration on smaller scale
3. Collaboratively-inclined, with inclusive values
4. Individuals who are credible enough with their constituents that their
perspectives at the table can evolve without losing that credibility
5. Flexible, patient, and persistent
6. Able to ―park their egos at the door‖ and not take things personally
7. Respected not only by their own constituents, but by others as well
8. Known for their integrity and thoughtfulness
9. Individuals who really like working with people, who are able to attend to
how they communicate with others, and who seek to understand others
10. Willing to step out from behind their official identities and be human
11. Inclined to explore how to fit the pieces together to make things work for all
12. Self-motivated
13. Able to ―get comfortable with being uncomfortable‖
14. Realistic in that collaborators will not always get along
15. Able to share control, and insightful about the extent to which it is
appropriate to do so
16. Thinks outside the box
17. Able to make things happen (sense of agency)
18. A facilitator with ―enough credibility with the group that people would do
things for them‖ and a style that is not too prescriptive, not conflict averse,
and not too light-handed.
Figure 28. Competencies supporting landscape-scale collaborator competency.
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3. Inter-Personal Skills. Interactive skills that are important to effective
landscape-scale collaboration include: leadership; fundraising; diplomacy;
trust-building; representing one‘s constituency; and process management or
facilitation.
 Leadership. Leadership in the context of landscape-scale collaboration
encompasses many skills itself. Respondent comments suggested that its
component skills include, among other things, convening others to get a
job done; understanding the various cultures involved and how the
characteristics of those cultures might inform the leader‘s convening
strategy; as well as motivating and coaching stakeholders once them come
together. The latter includes recognizing that stakeholders arrive at the
table from many different routes, and one needs to accept them where they
are, initially, and then help them enhance their strengths. Additional
leadership skills mentioned by respondents include assessing each unique
situation and determining what approach would be appropriate; navigating
politics; and recognizing when the goal of the collaborative group has
been accomplished or is no longer relevant.
Further, there are perhaps as many styles of leadership as there are leaders.
For example, as illustrated in Figure 29, one respondent emphasized the
importance of the leader‘s credibility, logic, and passion. He spoke of
discerning potential assistants‘ passions and finding ways to harness their
passions to the mission of his organization. He spoke of motivating and
mentoring others; of anchoring them in his organization‘s values and
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vision, but giving his team members the space to find their own ways of
pursuing that vision, consistent with the organization‘s values. Another
respondent spoke of the leadership exhibited by tribes.

 “You build it one brick at a time. I can go out here and do X number of projects
myself, or I can try to show other people how to go do it and do it the way I
would want them to do it. And so you have disciples, if you will, that will go out
there and do it on a larger scale. And the more you're able to replicate that, and
get people to understand -- first of all -- you know what you're talking about,
what you're telling me to go do makes sense. And … I've got the passion to go
make that happen, then you‟re gonna have more and more things that come
together because everybody‟s on the same page. If everybody has the same set
of values, and it‟s something that‟s part of their core…. You‟re standing on the
values and principles of what is the science behind it and why it is important for
the future to maintain that. And so, I think if you set that example and if other
players see that… they followed him because they believed in what he was
doing, (that) he knew what to do… I know when I see a good leader; … you can
tell by their actions, they know what they're talking about. They believe in what
they‟re talking about, and they‟re coming at it from their own passion. And
that‟s imparted to the people that they touch.” (Interviewee #6)

 “When I come from a tribe, all the positives that can happen -- the fish
restoration, reducing risk of fire, re-introducing fire that can enhance the forest
infrastructure to build the jobs and the economy -- you know, I think that's
where tribes are unique… we do things in a different way, but we're able to
achieve it as a community. I think that's a pretty cool thing -- the great thing
about what makes us unique… It's not just us. You go down and talk to -- you
know, Apache or Mescalero tribes, and hear what ... some of the other tribes
(are doing). We're out there. We're doing great work. A lot of people don't know
that. I really think that it‟s an important message that we have. The leaders out
here are tribes.” (Interviewee #10)
Figure 29. Leadership styles.
 Diplomacy. Diplomacy is a skill that could be thought of as a subset of the
―leadership‖ capacity, but actually could be undertaken by any or all
collaborators. It reflects a sophisticated combination of good judgment,
sensitivity to others‘ motivations and perspectives, communication skills,
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and strategic savvy. One particularly important diplomatic skill is the
ability to work with other stakeholders between meetings to formulate
win-win proposals for consideration by the broader stakeholder group.
See, for example, the quotes in Figure 30.

 “Another point of advice for organizations wanting to participate is make sure
you have time outside of the formal meetings to sit down with individuals to talk
to them and to get those feelings that they might not express publicly, but they
will express privately. And then, work out solutions and bring them to the
collaborative group. There's a lot of things accomplished over a beer or a glass
of wine, and nobody's taking notes, and nobody's recording that, but things did
get accomplished… In fact, most of the good conversations and most of the
zones of agreement are had privately, and then are formalized in the
collaborative process.” (Interviewee #2)
 “… for reasons of my personal history, holding unorthodox political views in a
rural conservative community, I had the experience of talking to people about
really volatile issues in ways that would not make them angry…” (Interviewee
#1)
 “(You need to) realize when you need to have (a tough conversation) not in
front of a group, but individually, and (having) the people skills -- or skills in
the management of individuals and how they react to things like that. You can't
embarrass people in front of a group, or they're gonna fight back.”
(Interviewee #2)
Figure 30. Diplomacy in landscape-scale collaboration.
 Trust-building. The importance of trust-building to the success of a
landscape-scale collaborative process came up again and again in
interviews and focus groups. One respondent described one of the central
narratives underlying conflict over forest resource management as the
―Broken Hearts Club,‖ referring to the timber wars over Forest Service
clear-cutting practices of the 1980s and 1990s. (See Figure 31.)
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 “I don‟t know, it‟s some of it human nature maybe, and some folks, it‟s a trust
level. Particularly in the environmental movement... a lot of them are
volunteers. They‟ve been volunteers their whole life, where they never got paid,
or they were paid so little, pay wasn‟t the reason they‟re doing what they‟re
doing. Certainly wasn‟t for me. And these are places they‟ve loved, it‟s like a
horrible romance experience they‟ve had. They fell in love with the place, and
then their heart got broken. And they can never forgive. They just cain‟t get
over it. They can‟t learn to love again, or something. Then there‟s some of us
who can. We‟re like, „Ok, well, the hell with that person, but OK, I‟m not going
to hold my axe against this new person.‟ But there are some folks who just can‟t
get past it, whether it‟s romance, or whether it‟s what the Forest Service did.
And they‟re stuck in 1992…!... Industry folks… the economics tends to bring
them along, and help them get over any hurt feelings. But with environmental
groups … there‟s no incentive to heal … because they‟re like, „I stopped the
bad. What broke my heart has stopped. I won.‟” „Well, don‟t you want
something new to heal your heart?‟ „No!‟ You know, they just don‟t get it. So,
you know, it‟s sometimes more difficult for some folks on my side of things to
come along…. But here in the Southeast, once you take the … „crown jewels‟ off
the table, there‟s still a lot of stuff on the table. And so that makes it a lot easier.
So now, I don‟t have to worry about my heart getting broken. I can venture out
a little more trust, you know, or try to love again. „Cause at least I know you‟re
not coming anywhere near the things that are really dearest to me.‟ And that‟s
been successful... I guess we need an e-harmony for forests to help folks be open
again to a more positive experience with collaboration.” (Interviewee #11)
Figure 31. Trust-building in landscape-scale collaboration.
This respondent sees landscape-scale collaboration as an opportunity for the Forest
Service to do the ―right thing.‖ He offers a number of inter-related insights about
prospects for rebuilding trust through landscape-scale collaboration, as well as obstacles
to doing so. One of his central points is that, for political and strategic reasons, some
funders in the environmental arena are choosing to block the powerful potential for
trust-building and social and ecological healing that can occur in landscape-scale
collaboration. (See Figure 32.)
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 “Unfortunately, in our region… funders tend to be of the broken heart variety.
Although they‟re not actually broken hearts; they‟re political. They‟re doing it
for political reasons. Their hearts are broken because George W. Bush won
election, not „cause a particular forest got mowed down. They‟re playing the
Democratic politics game. And they‟re funding the forest watch groups and the
litigating groups, who are very, very good at stopping bad, but don‟t have a lot
of experience in encouraging good, through collaboration…
It‟s a real conundrum, „cause you‟ve kinda got two ends of the spectrum. You
have local people, who have no money and no power, except what a federal
judge gave them, who have hurt hearts and are doing it all because they love
the forest… And then you have some regional -- even national people who work
in the region -- who are doing it because while they love the forest, they‟re
getting a six-figure paycheck… Money says, „Forest Service bad because we
can link the Forest Service to Republicans. So, make the Forest Service look
bad. Find anything bad they do. Sue over it. Get lots of press. Make them look
bad.‟ Collaboration does not make the Forest Service look bad. It doesn‟t make
Republicans look bad. It doesn‟t make the timber industry – which is tied to
Republicans -- look bad….
If you look at the other groups who litigate no matter what, their funding‟s still
fine. That top-down funding plays into the broken heart folks at the local level
because they have common ground. They have agreement: „Forest Service bad.
Let‟s sue „em.‟ Although they‟re finding fewer and fewer things to sue them
over, because more and more what they‟re doing has been done through a
collaborative process (that‟s often excluding those people – not because they
were excluded, but because they self-excluded). Or like some of these regional
groups, they cannot self-exclude. They have to show up, but they don‟t really
participate…
And so, you‟ve got these hurt-heart people and you‟ve got these funded people,
who if you get „em one on one after three or four beers, will admit, „Man, I wish
we could do things collaborative. It looks great!‟ But they can‟t! You know, the
people with the hurt heart, no one‟s trying to heal their heart. No one‟s paying
them to do things differently. And the Forest Service … has to defend a lawsuit
against one project while they‟ve got 20 other projects under a collaborative
that could move forward.” (Interviewee #11)
Figure 32. Funders‘ influence on trust-building in landscape-scale collaboration.
 Representing One‟s Constituency. Collaborative forest restoration
processes typically take the form of a public policy consensus-building
process. In that context, most of the stakeholders who are participating
represent constituents, rather than only themselves as individuals. The
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constituents may be members of the organization that employs the
collaborator, or a whole societal sector with similar values (e.g., the
environmental community). Respondents‘ comments illuminated: a) the
many skills that go into effective representation of, and advocacy for,
one‘s constituency in a collaborative process; b) the kind of personality
and proclivities that make a good representative; and c) the things that the
home organization can do to effectively support their representative at the
table. This section reports on the skills that go into representing a
constituency while the desired personality traits can be found in the
―Abilities, Attitudes and Behaviors‖ section. A discussion of ways that
the home (or ―constituent‖) organization can support its representative can
be found in the ―Collaborative Stakeholder Group Capacities‖ section.
As respondents pointed out, representatives must maintain a close
connection with their respective constituencies. They must confer with
their constituents to ensure they are bringing their constituents‘ views into
the collaborative dialogue. They must be able and willing to set limits with
their constituents (e.g., to tell them if a particular position they hold is
untenable to advance in the negotiation). They should be able to suggest
what would be helpful for the collaborative group to talk about and work
on, and offer related process suggestions. They should help other
representatives meet the needs of their respective constituents. They
should refrain from building coalitions among factions off-line because
that tends to foster and exacerbate conflict. As pointed out by Folger et al.
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(2001), there are five basic styles by which humans deal with conflict,
each appropriate in different circumstances (pp. 69-70). However, the
present study suggests that two of those are particularly appropriate for
representatives in a landscape-scale collaborative process—a
―compromising‖ style and a ―collaborating‖ style; these are, respectively,
intermediate and high on a two-dimensional scale measuring both
assertiveness and cooperativeness. See, for example, the quotes in Figure
33.
 Process management. Respondents had many insights to offer about the
importance of process management skills to successful collaboration at the
landscape scale. The importance of facilitation skills came up in almost
every interview and focus group. See, for example, the following quote:
 “… And so much of this collaborative stuff is all rooted in facilitation
skills. It‟s how do you get people to communicate together, to work
together, to get things done. That‟s really what it's all about. And I
think that whole facilitation stuff is right at the very heart of it…”
(Interviewee #4)
 “... between the meetings, where a lot of the facilitator's work … takes
place -- meeting with participants and drawing out interests and
engaging in shuttle diplomacy. „What is it you really need? What's the
process by which you think we oughta work through this issue?‟ …
quickly assessing what was going on in a meeting or situation….
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quickly developing interventions to diffuse it, find an alternative
pathway…” (Uncompahgre Focus Group)
Respondents collectively named an extensive array of skills that go into
effective facilitation, which are detailed in Figure 34. See also the
―Collaborative Stakeholder Group Capacities‖ section for respondent
insights on the process management function as a whole and the
―Abilities, Attitudes and Behaviors‖ section for desired facilitator
proclivities.
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 “There needs to be really good internal collaboration within the agency, as well
as collaboration between the agency and the variety of partners and non-Forest
Service organizations and interests.” (Uncompahgre Focus Group)
 “You have the relationship and the agreements that you make within the
collaborative unit right there, and then everybody at that table has a
constituency. What we learned to do over time was to recognize the challenge
that, whoever shows up, like, let's say, an industry group, environmental group,
whoever might potentially be in conflict -- to make collaboration work, you
actually have to help that person have some solutions that they can take back to
their constituency, to build agreement with the constituency.” (SW Jemez Focus
Group)
 “… When you have multiple people that are collaborating, and every
stakeholder comes within a rule-set given by their employer -- the agency, the
non-profit, the business, the industry... sometimes it's exactly those rigidities
that prevent you from getting the good democratic collaborative decision. And
so, then you have to go about figuring out how to make those change. It turns
out that changing an industry or changing an agency is not always best done
from within. It sometimes needs external pressure and so, that's kind of what
we're getting at – that one of the keys to success is everybody working on
everybody else's obstacles.” (SW Crown of the Continent Focus Group)
 “Some folks don't want to resolve conflict. They are empowered by (stopping
the show). They're rewarded (for it) through funding and court settlements and
the notoriety (or ego and identity sorts of things).” (SW Crown of the Continent
Focus Group)
 “… a lot of the Forest Service staff… are not used to dealing with … the …
public.” (Uncompahgre Focus Group)
 “… I will emphasize what a regional wildlife biologist said --- „What we need in
this agency is more people that actually want to work with people. What we
have is a bunch of biologists who really don't like working with people!‟ ...It's
not that biology is not a value that's important; it is, but it's not the only one.”
(SW Crown of the Continent Focus Group)
 “…the biggest … culture problem isn‟t so much people working in the woods.
It‟s the people working to protect the woods – it‟s the environmentalists. I‟d
never refused an opportunity to go out in the woods, whether it‟s with the
Forest Service, loggers, ATV people, horseback riders – to anybody. Just have
them show me what they wanted to show me, tell me what they wanted to tell
me, and talk about it. I‟ve always been open to that. A lot of environmentalists
are not!” (Interviewee # 11)
Figure 33. Representing a constituency in landscape-scale collaboration.
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 Making good judgment calls on: a) when to stick to the agenda and when to
release it to focus on something pressing that has come up, such as a conflict;
and b) when participants need the flexibility to finish a conversation
 “…Working with the stakeholder group in a way that helps them feel
comfortable with the facilitator‘s approach‖
 Encouraging the group to provide process suggestions and welcoming group
feedback
 Discouraging over-reliance on the facilitator and nurturing group empowerment
 Keeping discussions on track and sustaining group momentum
 Reframing issues
 Helping people move through their positions and their fears and focus on
underlying interests
 Drawing participants out so that all contribute to the group discussion and talk
about the core issues
 Noticing if a representative does not seem to be maintaining an effective
linkage with his or her constituency, and diplomatically coaching the
representative on strengthening this relationship
 Recognizing problematic attitudes or behaviors on the part of a representative
(e.g., one that is slowing down or potentially preventing the collaborative
process from success) and, if necessary, persuading the parent organization to
coach the representative on more effective behavior at the negotiating table
 Managing conflict (e.g., helping collaborators get aligned around shared
priorities; directing conflict away from individuals and toward issues and
interests)
Figure 34. Components of skilled facilitation.
Knowledge. Respondents indicated that knowledge of several topical areas is
important to the success of landscape-scale collaboration on forest resource management.
This includes: a) foundational understanding of how the Forest Service works; b) intimate
familiarity with the ecological systems on the focal landscape; c) understanding of one‘s
fellow collaborators, including aspects of their cultural identities that affect their
participation; d) relevant sideboards, such as applicable laws; and e) political
considerations affecting the path forward. See, for example, the quotes in Figure 35.
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 “I had to learn a lot about how the Forest Service works in terms of planning,
analysis and decision-making at different scales – from the national level to the
forest level to the district level to the project level.” (Uncompahgre Focus
Group)
 “For someone to do this sort of work well, they need to understand the
ecosystem and how it functions really, really well, -- inside and out. They have
to be able to feel it. I‟ve seen lots of well-intentioned people who don‟t really
understand how the ecosystem works, and you just get nowhere, „cause they
don‟t have the necessary trust…” (Interviewee #13)
 “Most of it is ecologically-based, so you have to have that expertise as well.”
(4FRI Focus Group)
 “… there‟s a lot of negative stereotypes about the South (and every one of „em
has a lot of basis in truth). But one of the positive stereotypes is that at least on
the individual level, some of the South will help you to the point of giving their
own life, even if they don‟t know who you are, if they think you need help… The
great thing about these collaboratives is you take people away from their
„positions,‟ and you make them sit down together, and walk around the woods
together, and get to know each other as people… it‟s real easy when you don‟t
meet each other to characterize each other as a stereotype – as a radical
environmentalist, or an earth rapin‟ timber beast, and things like that. But when
we get to know each other, it happens very quickly down here…. That‟s part of
the Southern culture. It‟s real easy to demonize each other if you don‟t know
each other, and call names; Southerners are real good at that. But once they get
to know ya, they just can‟t do it anymore... But when they think they‟re being
threatened, or their livelihood‟s being threatened, then their backs against the
wall pretty quickly, „cause we don‟t have a lot of room here in the South –
especially financially. And so, it don‟t take much for people to suddenly find
their back against the wall. So show „em you‟re not pushin‟ „em against the
wall – you‟re actually helpin‟ „em get away from it, they come around pretty
quickly, too…” (Interviewee #11)
 “If you have a Forest Service person (facilitate), you have a couple issues –
(first), FACA issues and blurring the line there; and secondly, even if it‟s not a
perception of the conflict of interest of the Forest Service decision-maker
convening the effort, it‟s just better to separate those two things.” (Interviewee
# 7)
Figure 35. Knowledge needed to support landscape-scale collaboration.
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Figure 35 (continued).
 “… there's a huge amount of agreement on using stewardship contracting
because you award the work based on best value, not just on the value of the
timber. And that means the ability of the offeror to be light on the land, take
care of the soil, watch out for treaty bird habitat, whatever -- all of that is
actually articulated in the proposal that the offeror has to submit to be awarded
the work! And so, it's a great innovation in the social process, but then the
business community has to understand the collaborative agreement sufficiently
to be able to compete on how to deliver that work. Whereas, if you just do a
timber sale, they just make an offer on the value of the timber, and whoever
pays the most, wins. So… we need to do a large-scale stewardship contract to
provide them a certainty of supply -- that then they have the time and space and
opportunity to retool for smaller diameter timber. And so the Forest Service has
the time, space, planning capacity to start looking at smaller diameter timber.
Sort of give everyone a little bit of breathing room… it's 100, 150 million board
feet of timber, which is supposed to last for up to ten years for the industry… to
complement that, there's a huge amount of aquatic in-stream restoration work…
But it's such a big timber sale, over so many acres that the complexity of the
analysis for this… it's taking a very long time to get the analysis done… We
have to make sure all the aquatic and wildlife and roadwork is identified, and
identify the collaborative process that was used to package that in the
stewardship contract. And the capacity and planning people are just stretched
really thin … to get it done, and to get the budgets lined up such that it will fit
together in a contract… And … it puts us at a significant risk -- I mean, what if
it doesn't work? … we only have so much planning capacity and staff. And what
if we don't meet the deadlines? We‟ve put a lot of eggs in a basket right now.
We have a constant debate … about “big gulp NEPA” -- taking on everything -versus smaller projects.” (Interviewee # 7)

Abilities, Attitudes and Behaviors. This category of individual-level collaborative
capacities reflects qualities that are harder to teach, and need to be ―selected for.‖
Respondents offered insights on desired abilities, attitudes, and behaviors in facilitators
and in stakeholder representatives. In terms of the facilitator, respondents recommended
someone with ―enough credibility with the group that people would do things for them.‖
Further, they suggested the facilitator‘s style be not too prescriptive, not conflict averse,
and not too light-handed. Beyond that, most of their comments about facilitators had to
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do with the importance of the role and the specific skills that facilitators need to support
landscape-scale collaboration, both of which are captured elsewhere in this document.
With respect to stakeholder representatives, respondents had a number of observations
about ideal abilities, attitudes, and behaviors, which are detailed in Figure 28. Perhaps the
most critical is a sense of agency combined with a creative and resourceful approach to
problem-solving; this combination of qualities is reflected in the following quote from
Interviewee # 10: “Challenge yourself to think outside the box… and make things go!”
Challenges Associated With Landscape-Scale Collaboration
Reflecting on respondents‘ insights, the primary challenges associated with
landscape-scale collaboration on forest resource management seem to be: 1) engaging
legitimate and capable stakeholder representatives in the collaborative process; 2)
establishing self-governance mechanisms; 3) obtaining the resources to support the
collaborative process, including implementation of its results; 4) obtaining skilled process
management assistance to coordinate stakeholder efforts in a way that makes their efforts
manageable and helps preclude ―participatory fatigue‖; 5) obtaining the information
needed to understand the landscape and navigate risk and uncertainty; 6) aligning
collaborators behind a shared focus; 7) securing the buy-in of in-house colleagues and
external decision-makers not ―at the table‖; 8) translating landscape-scale agreements
into implementation; and 9) weathering potential litigation. Summarized in Figure 36,
each of these challenges is discussed further below.
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Engaging effective stakeholder representatives
Establishing self-governance mechanisms
Obtaining resources necessary to support the collaborative process
Obtaining highly-skilled process management assistance
Obtaining the information needed to understand the landscape and navigate
uncertainty
Aligning collaborators behind a shared focus
Securing the buy-in of those not ―at the table‖
Translating landscape-scale agreements into on-the-ground implementation
Weathering potential litigation

Figure 36. Challenges in collaborating on the landscape-scale.
Stakeholder Identification. Ideally, all those significantly affected by the issues
being discussed by collaborators should be represented ―at the table.‖ Because
―landscapes‖ are such large geographic areas, there are typically thousands of individuals
and organizations who need such representation. There are established methods by which
public policy facilitators map the stakeholders with respect to a particular policy issue,
but these methods often are stretched to their limits with the volume of stakeholders in a
landscape-scale forest resource management endeavor. Thus, this challenge must be
handled with great care and skill. Moreover, there are a number of personality traits and
competencies that go into effectively representing a ―constituency‖ in a collaborative
process (see, for example, Figures 26 and 28); therefore, the challenge goes beyond
identifying stakeholders and includes working out an acceptable mechanism by which the
individual representative of a constituency will be identified, and often working with that
constituency to help them select an appropriately skilled representative.
Establishing Self-Governance Mechanisms. Often, in a landscape-scale
collaborative process, there is no one entity who clearly has lead responsibility for the
group‘s progress. Outside of the CFLRP, the Forest Service is increasingly open to being
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a ―participant‖ rather than the lead or sponsor. Even when an agency plays the convening
role, the stakeholders often want to share decision-making responsibility for the group‘s
path forward. Thus, they need to determine mutually-acceptable self-governance
structures. Such structures encompass organizational structure issues in the literal sense
(e.g., free-standing non-profit status vs. program of an existing organization), as well as
the group‘s charter, process design, and day-to-day operating protocols. Sharing
responsibility for the life of the group cultivates shared ownership—a good thing; yet it is
also challenging to learn about the options from which the group can choose and to
develop agreement on preferred options.
Obtaining Resources. Given the large size of landscape-scale collaboration
processes in terms of geographic area, scope of outreach, and number of participants and
the volume of scientific data needed to make effective resource management decisions, a
significant amount of funds and personnel are needed to support success. Participants
seem to see it as cost-efficient, considering the alternative of working project-by-project,
but it still can be a challenge to line up these resources. (Pertinent quotes have been
included earlier in this chapter.)
In her study of costs and benefits of the Forest Service‘s use of alternative dispute
resolution, Manring (1998) noted the difference in the cost of Forest Service use of
alternative dispute resolution (one form of collaborative problem-solving), depending on
whether the cost is calculated at the agency level (more efficient) versus at the level of
the individual employee (more time-consuming) (pp. 278-289). She sees this differential
as an important barrier to more widespread use of collaboration. Leong et al. (2011) also
noted the importance of resources in enabling federal agency employees to make
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appropriate use of collaborative strategies (p. 241). These authors suggest that the public
engagement paradigm is not yet seen as a standard operating procedure, and because of
this, employees do not feel confident that they can access the resources needed to
implement it effectively.
Social Process. The importance of a highly-skilled facilitator to the success of
landscape-scale collaboration was a very strong theme in respondents‘ comments. This
role was referred to alternatively as a facilitative leader, coordinator, organizer, meeting
manager, 3rd party neutral, and/or team member. The facilitator helps collaborators
communicate constructively, understand one another‘s perspectives, learn together and
deepen mutual trust, develop a unified vision on how to address conflict, and structure the
overall collaborative process to achieve shared goals. Some respondents indicated that
their process managers made valuable substantive contributions as well as procedural
ones.
Many respondents were accustomed to the help of a professional facilitator, with
one focus group expressing the strong belief that a paying a professional to perform this
function helped collaborators take the process management function as seriously as is
warranted. Another person preferred to avoid professionalizing this function, both due to
cost and a personal belief that process skills should be internalized by all participants; this
person was more accustomed to non-governmental organizations performing this role.
See, for example, the following quotes:
 “It is important to have an excellent facilitator, and a paid facilitator, because
you have to put your money where your mouth is. When you‟re paying for
something, you devote more of your own time and energy to it. So getting a free
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volunteer facilitator may not really get you what you need, and won‟t get you to
put the time that you have to put in, too.” (Colorado Front Range Focus Group)
 “… the majority of the groups that I work with usually have a non-profit that is
either in the community or in the region that facilitates. Often, groups will selffacilitate. They usually only use, quote, professional facilitators when they have a
situation where there's nobody in the room that anybody thinks can manage the
conversation… some of the groups I've worked with hired a scientist to help
facilitate a conversation about an issue that they were having on the science of
mixed conifers… who they all trusted and respected their opinion... because
otherwise, people were just going around in circles… I find is that people don't
seem to gravitate towards the facilitators that are just good at process. They want
people with some subject-matter expertise. It's almost like a „leaderful‟
facilitation. They're neutral, but then, the group has actually asked them to lead
them to a point. And so, it's not just making sure that everybody is getting a
chance to speak and that all the issues are vetted. It‟s actually facilitating a
conversation and saying, „Hey! Wait! This is actually a fact.‟ Kinda like the
reporter that was moderating the debate when she did „fact-checks‟ with Mitt
Romney, right there on the spot. I think people appreciated that. She wasn't being
neutral, but I think people agreed it was necessary…” (Interviewee #8)
A skilled process manager can help identify an appropriate representative of the
primary stakeholders. Given the multitude of stakeholders who can be expected to have
an interest in what is being discussed at the negotiating table, how best can organizers
reach them to let them know this effort is getting underway? How can organizers carve
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out appropriate ways for stakeholders of varying levels of interest to be involved? How
can organizers identify the right representatives of the most highly interested
stakeholders? How can organizers make it possible for those individuals to participate,
given the wide geographic areas involved, in a way that minimizes ―participatory fatigue‖
(e.g., in terms of time and resources to participate in discussions)?
GAO (2008) examined the extent to which collaborative natural resource
management efforts have reduced conflicts, identified seven practices common to seven
successful collaborative initiatives. One of those seven practices was inclusive
representation. McKinney and Johnson (2009) also point out the importance of broad and
diverse outreach to strengthen regional collaboration; they recommend actively
cultivating a constituency that actively supports regional collaboration (pp. 141-145).
Yet, it is not necessarily clear to federal agency personnel how to go about doing that.
Determining representation is one of five core natural resource governance challenges
identified by Scholz and Stiftel (2005).
In their assessment of a forest planning effort undertaken by the San Juan
National Forest (SJNF) between 1998 and 2003, Wilson and Crawford (2008) looked at
representation and how the uses, values, and types of participation affected the
relationship between a particular national forest and nearby communities. They found
disproportionate participation of white males, retirees or those over 65, and people active
in past forest planning efforts; tribal participants were not represented. In a case study of
a successful mediation effort on the Sierra National Forest by Bartlett (2012), the first
step undertaken by the mediator was to engage a broader range of participants, rather
than the one major environmental group with whom Forest Service personnel planned to
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meet. Relatedly, as McKinney and Johnson (2009) point out, stakeholders are often hardpressed to find the time to participate as fully in collaborative efforts as they might like,
given the other responsibilities on their plates (pp. 36-38).
Koehler and Koontz (2007) looked at several aspects of representation in the
context of collaborative watershed groups in Ohio, including the demographic
characteristics of watershed group members, whether they were representative of the
broader community, and which individual and group characteristics correlate with active
participation by members. Their mixed methods study generated a number of insights
into why people participate, who participates, and how much they participate under
various conditions. See Figure 33 for related participant quotes.
A skilled process manager can also help the primary participants develop and
implement steps to foster the buy-in of those not ―at the table.‖ This will undoubtedly
include the public at large, to whom collaborators must remain accountable when they are
negotiating over the management of public resources. It will often include regulatory
agencies such as the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, which may have legal constraints on participation. It may
also include Forest Service peers and leadership, whose support and assistance will be
vital to the over-all success of the effort.
Gathering Necessary Information. Another key challenge associated with
landscape-scale collaboration on forest resource management is obtaining the information
needed to support the stakeholders‘ joint learning about the resources they are trying to
manage). This is inextricably linked to the large size of the geographic area on which
they are focused, the seriousness of the threats they are trying to address (e.g., wildfire
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and rural poverty), and the high level of scientific uncertainty associated with such large,
complex natural and social systems.
 “Yeah, conflict was there, but that was 20 years ago. I think what brought us
together now was actually not a conflict. It's about a conversation that started
about protecting lands, and then moving toward forest health and the risk of
fire and the things that you see across the land that put our forests at risk.
That's where that conversation moved to.” (Interviewee #10)
 “I would agree that there‟s conflict everywhere, but I think there‟s more at the
landscape level – one, because of the uncertainty, but two, because the
magnitude of the impacts are greater. I think we‟re more afraid to make a
mistake on landscape level.” (Colorado Front Range Focus Group)
Aligning Behind a Shared Focus. Given the many stakeholders involved, the
large amounts of information to be considered, the high stakes, and the high levels of
uncertainty involved, it can be extremely challenging for the stakeholders to align around
a shared focus. This is necessary in order to get traction and make progress. Doing so, in
turn, is essential to sustaining stakeholder engagement. See, for example, the following
quotes:
 “And then, by the same token, make sure that we narrow down on why we‟re
trying to do what we‟re doing; we‟re doing it for these reasons... If it‟s
habitat-driven, we‟re trying to create healthy forest environments … having
more timber for the future, having more wildlife resources for future
generations to use, and having forest products that we depend on here in this
country, as well as having clean water and clean air. You have to make a
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conscious effort to manage to that… So I think you‟ve gotta narrow down
what your focus is. You can‟t be everything to all things.” (Interviewee #6)
 “You need to give that all your priority, not just second priority, not even first
priority -- everything. Get rid of all the distractions.” (Interviewee #11)
Obtaining Buy-in Of Those Not At the Table. Given the number of
stakeholders in a landscape-scale collaborative process, it is pretty much inevitable that
there will be some important stakeholders who for various reasons are not as directly
involved as might be ideal. Examples include regulatory agencies that may have legal
constraints on the extent to which they can collaborate with those they regulate;
colleagues of those who are ―at the table‖ whose support will eventually be needed to
implement agreements reached at the table, but whose priorities may be elsewhere; and
the public at large. These parties must all be kept up to date on the progress of the
endeavor and their input sought and incorporated at key milestones. Various parties tend
to have different preferences as to how such interactions take place. Thus, this challenge
requires accurate identification of these parties, as well as the process management
expertise and experience to design and implement appropriate forums in which these
interactions can take place.
One additional challenge participants suggested is getting buy-in from other
agencies that are not ―at the table‖ due to FACA constraints, but do have related decisionmaking authorities (e.g., the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, which is
part of the US Department of Commerce, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service). For
example, one participant said, ―External stakeholders don‘t know what the Forest Service
goes through to get concurrence from NOAA and FWS. They are a whole ‗nother
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constituency to deal with. They are used to working at the project level, so they‘re
freaking out at this 60,000-acre scale. It‘s a whole different level of engagement.‖ ―It‘s
best to inform them really early what you have in mind, and have them in the room as
observers even though they can‘t be ‗at the table.‘‖
A second challenge added to the list was getting the buy-in of Forest Service
colleagues. Because CFLR projects can anticipate ten years of comfortable funding, other
employees may feel jealousy as well as pride in what their colleagues are able to do.
However, to maximize results, CFLR projects need the support of a broad array of Forest
Service personnel, including the Partnership Coordinator, the Grants and Agreements
staff, and Leadership. This participant recommended a quarterly briefing schedule, with
additional ad hoc briefings as needed. Target audiences include the Forest Leadership
Team in the relevant Forest Service unit, the Regional Leadership Team, the District
Ranger staff, and the Fire staff. The latter require thoughtful efforts because they tend to
function autonomously—―like law enforcement,‖ in the words of one participant—yet
prescribed burns are often key to CFLR implementation strategies. The CFLR staff needs
to show the fire staff that the prescribed burns desired to meet the CFLR restoration goals
will also help the fire staff meet their targets.
Translating Landscape-Scale Agreements into Implementation. Finally,
numerous participants mentioned that one of the most challenging aspects of landscapescale collaboration comes into play when participants seek to implement agreements in
the field. What was mutually-acceptable at the conceptual level may become contentious
when the on-the-ground reality comes into focus. Another aspect of this challenge
pertains to carrying out the environmental analyses required under the National
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Environmental Protection Act before implementation can proceed. This process requires
not only the scientific expertise involved in such analyses, but also considerable
contracting and oversight skill. It seems to be a common source of bottlenecks in forward
momentum. See, for example, the quote in Figure 37.
 “And the capacity and planning people are just stretched really thin on the
island to get it done, and to get the budgets lined up such that it will fit together
in a contract. And then when you offer and award it, that you have an operator
who actually can take on both the timber and the stewardship and restoration
work…. We've got three ID teams. And then a JRT, which is a Joint Review
Team; we have four. The Joint Review Team reviews all the ID team work….
And the contractor is (key). …You can end up with a contractor that is not
familiar with (the forests in your area)…
So, let's say even if you do end up with a contractor that's familiar with the
forest and the landscape, there's this sense that our ID teams need to shadow
them. So you end up doing a lot more work. So you say, „Can you go do X, Y
and Z on the NEPA,‟ and then we need to double-check everything they do. If
you're going to contract, just contract it and trust „em, instead of doublechecking and triple-checking everything that's done, rather than delegate. So
that's part of the challenge. So -- whether or not they know the landscape, their
ability to deliver on time and our sense that we need to triple-check, are all part
of the challenge… That dynamic is connected to the landscape scale variable
because I don't think we would contract any small projects. I think we only end
up doing the NEPA contracting when we get to large, landscape-scale projects.
My sense is we do that because we have capacity issues and we need to bring
on additional capacity. But then those capacity challenges get complicated
„cause we can't let go.” (Interviewee #7)
Figure 37. NEPA and landscape-scale collaboration.
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disheartening it can be to labor together for years, most on a volunteer basis, and finally
reach agreement—only to have their results challenged in court. There are two points at
which this is particularly challenging. The first point is when the litigation first occurs.
The second is if the litigants prevail. Collaborators must be able to rely upon the
sponsoring entity to back up their work at these key times.
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Keys to Successful Landscape-Scale Collaboration
In the course of the focus groups and interviews conducted for this project,
respondents volunteered their insights about the keys to success in collaborating on forest
resource management at the landscape scale (see Figure 38). Discussion follows the
figure.











Gain experience with simpler forms of collaboration first.
Get the right people to the table early on.
Establish a good social process, with the help of a skilled facilitator.
Obtain the information needed to understand the landscape.
Get out in the field to learn together.
Establish a strategic focus.
Put in the time to build trusting relationships.
Keep leadership informed.
Bring the public along.
Line up the NEPA capacity needed for implementation.

Figure 38. Keys to success in landscape-scale collaboration


Start small. Experience in smaller-scale collaborative processes gives
stakeholders an opportunity to learn what works and risk making mistakes with
less serious consequences. Daniels (2009) suggests that one of ten Forest Service
behaviors that slow collaborative efforts and limit potential results takes place
when an employee reaches beyond what his or her skills and relationships will
support. In a 2007 study of five successful landscape-scale collaborative efforts
dealing with invasive species, Higgins et al. found that many of the stakeholders
had built up their skills and confidence first by working at smaller scales. In the
words of Interviewee # 8:
 ―Every single collaborative group I have worked with, without
exception, their first projects were so tiny, that I don't think you could
say they were significant ecologically, economically, at all! But they
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were extremely significant building social agreement and building
collaborative capacity because people had an area that was not so
scary that they could talk about treatments. They could talk about the
utilization and what was going to be pulled off, where it would go. And
it provided a very safe way to build that conversation.”


Get the right people to the table early on. Respondents recommended cocollaborators who are ―like-minded‖ in the sense of having shared goals and a
constructive mindset.



Establish a good social process, with the help of a skilled facilitator.
Respondents expressed widespread recognition of the importance of a charter
and facilitator to guide the complex social interactions involved in landscapescale collaboration toward successful outcomes.



Obtain the information needed to understand the landscape. Respondents
noted that successful landscape-scale collaboration depends on extensive data,
some of which may require original research conducted over a period of years.



Get out in the field together. The value of getting out in the woods together to
look at the resource firsthand was one of the strongest themes that emerged
from interviews and focus groups. Respondents emphasized such field trips‘
relationship-building value as much as the opportunity to learn about the
landscape. In a landscape-scale conflict resolution process led by Bartlett
(2012), she helped the group use site visits to reach agreement on priority
treatments for various sites within the footprint of a particular forest
restoration project.
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Establish a strategic focus. With the number of variables involved in
landscape-scale collaboration and the range of possible directions to go,
respondents strongly recommended aligning participants around a shared
vision of desired future conditions.



Put in the time to build trusting relationships. Respondents underscored the
value of investing in relationships and trust-building in terms of social
healing, sustaining the collaborative effort, increasing tolerance for risk, and
especially enabling collaborators to focus in on what is most important.



Keep leadership informed. Respondents noted the importance of staying
accountable to their respective constituencies and obtaining the intellectual
engagement at the highest levels of their organizations. This helps them chart
a strategic path forward informed by wise advisors, as well as helps secure
resources and problem-solving support when needed.



Bring the public along. Landscapes belong to the public, not to a small group
of collaborators. Consequently, stakeholders working on landscape-scale
forest resource management need to stay cognizant of the public‘s ultimate
interest in the fruits of their labors. On occasion, collaborators may find
themselves in need of political assistance, and elected officials will be in a
better position to assist if the public is supportive.



Line up the needed NEPA capacity. When it comes time to translate the
conceptual agreements reached in landscape-scale collaborative dialogues to
the ground, compliance with NEPA requirements is an essential bridge that
must be crossed. Crossing that bridge without delay requires not only
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scientific expertise, but also contracting expertise. NEPA compliance is often
a bottleneck in moving from consensus-building to implementation; thus,
where possible, it is helpful to line up the necessary staff assistance
proactively.
Participant Suggestions: Capacity-Building Strategies
How Respondents Developed Their Collaborative Capacities. A very
pronounced theme emerged from interview and focus group data that respondents
primarily developed their own collaborative capacities through experience. They used a
variety of terms to describe the phenomenon of learning by experience, including ―on the
job,‖ ―bootstrapping,‖ ―the hard way,‖ ―by the seat of my pants,‖ ―trial by fire,‖ and
―trying it myself.‖ They seemed proud of having learned their skills through experience,
but also mentioned a variety of other learning strategies now available to the student of
collaboration; please see Figure 39 for a composite list.
Respondents had been motivated to try collaboration for a variety of reasons—
most frequently, out of necessity when faced with a challenge they could not accomplish
alone. Examples include: a) reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire and honoring,
protecting, and b) sustaining a tribe‘s culture and way of life. Other motivators cited were
changing job requirements; a supervisor‘s enthusiasm; the felt expectations of one‘s
ancestors and community; and personal values.
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 “Learning together with co-collaborators through:
 Humility and patience
 Listening to their differing views and values
 Attending to others‘ needs
 Continuing to attend meetings over time, being involved, and
contributing their own skills
 Observing and trying to understand and help along interpersonal
relationships
 Surrounded by great people, working hard together as a team, with
humility and perseverance
 Through shared and balanced leadership
 Experiencing both successes and failures, what works and what doesn't
 Building relationships with the small group of people in their respective
states that consistently express interest in landscape-scale collaboration
 Persevering through the ―thick and thin‖ through a shared love of their
landscapes
 Going out in the field together to learn about their landscapes (―learning
together standing on a stump‖)
 Training, particularly through visiting trainers such as the Forest Services‘
―Collaboration Cadre‖ and particularly in collaboration and collaborative
leadership)
 In-house practice (e.g., facilitating staff meetings and building internal
consensus)
 Written guidance and ―how-to‖ materials
 Practical tools (e.g., a checklist to prepare to participate in a collaborative
process; a 10-question tool leading a stakeholder group through a structured
thinking process that yields the content for their charter)
 Conferences and other networking opportunities to exchange insights with
others about what works
 Documenting how your own collaborative process works and jointly reflecting
on that with co-collaborators periodically
 Seeking guidance and observation opportunities from mentors, advisors, and cocollaborators, especially from individuals who have had collaborative
experience in contexts similar to those faced by the person seeking advice
 Learning together with a ―wing person‖ (e.g., a co-facilitator), with whom one
can prepare and debrief
Figure 39. Collaborative capacity building strategies for the individual collaborator.
Respondents offered great honor to the co-collaborators with whom they have
learned over the years. Many said, while experiencing confusion and challenges along the
way, they had learned a tremendous amount from one another through:
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Humility and patience;



Listening to their differing views and values;



Attending to others‘ needs;



Continuing to attend meetings over time, being involved, and contributing
their own skills;



Observing and trying to understand and help along interpersonal
relationships;



Surrounded by great people, working hard together as a team, with
humility and perseverance;



Through shared and balanced leadership;



Experiencing both successes and failures, what works and what doesn't;



Building relationships with the small group of people in their respective
states that consistently express interest in landscape-scale collaboration;



Persevering through the ―thick and thin‖ through a shared love of their
landscapes; and



Going out in the field together to learn about their landscapes firsthand.

Respondents emphasized the value of gaining experience in as wide a variety of
experiences with collaboration, facilitation, and conflict resolution as possible. One
person reported gaining insight from collaboration experience at smaller scales into what
he or she could offer at the landscape scale. Someone noted that mistakes in smaller-scale
processes had less serious consequences, and thus, offered safer opportunities to
experiment with what works.
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Another theme that emerged from the data collected for this study was that
collaborators seemed to embrace increasingly challenging and sophisticated applications
of collaboration. Several people described how they had been able to apply insights
gained in working with one collaborative process to subsequent collaborative processes
in which they had participated, albeit tailoring their efforts to fit the new situation.
Someone else described numerous different roles he or she had played within a similar
state-level program, including advising others, writing how-to guides, providing technical
assistance, and serving on the board.
One respondent spotlighted career milestones of a well-known executive in the
Washington, DC headquarters of the Forest Service, who first encountered collaboration
in the field, and subsequently used it at each successive level of the agency as he moved
up through the ranks. Most recently, this agency leader used collaboration in leading the
successful effort to develop a new approach to forest plan revision—an approach that
encourages systemic use of collaboration—as embodied in the agency‘s 2012 Planning
Rule. In the words of Interviewee # 11:
 “There are collaboratives that fail, and I been in a couple of „em that have…
Luckily, those are really far and few. They‟re far apart, because by golly, it
works! You know, it‟s like chocolate! Most people, once they try chocolate,
love chocolate. There are a few people that don‟t. And you‟ll never convince
„em to eat chocolate again. But by golly, you‟re not gonna have to work real
hard once most people taste that chocolate… It is so good, all you want is
more! And you don‟t want anything else. You want better chocolate too. Once
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you have chocolate, then you want a better chocolate. You don‟t want the
crappy chocolate…. You want the good stuff!”
Some respondents had received a little training along the way (e.g., in facilitation
and appreciative inquiry). Respondents who had received training mentioned a variety of
formats, such as webinars, seminars, workshops, and conferences. One person noted a
preference for forms of training that took place locally and explored applications to realworld issues. However, even those individuals generally downplayed the importance of
training relative to what they learned from experience. They noted the transformative
impact of personal experience, using phrases like ―healing‖ and ―eye-opening‖ and
―something in your heart changes.‖
In addition to the meaning derived from personal experience with collaboration,
respondents spoke appreciatively of mentoring opportunities they had received along the
way. ―Mentoring‖ is used here in the broad sense of the word, encompassing guidance
from supervisors, advisors, and thought leaders. Some respondents also mentioned the
reciprocal learning derived from co-facilitating and debriefing with a ―tag-team partner,‖
and from being part of a learning cohort such as conflict management groups convened
through Cooperative Extension during an earlier era.
Respondents mentioned several other capacity-building paths they had traveled,
such as internships and reading. Two people mentioned academic routes to learning about
collaboration—one through the study of sociology and one through undertaking an
academic collaboration. Two people mentioned that pressure from external groups had
helped influence the Forest Service to value and recognize collaborative processes; to
recognize and reward employees who are good at collaboration; and to be flexible about
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rules that might otherwise have impeded collaborative efforts. In addition, respondents
pointed out the powerful reinforcement derived from achieving good results through
collaboration; they mentioned such reinforcement coming in the form of agency awards
and perks, achieving a challenging outcome that was implemented without appeal, and
collegial respect.
Respondent Suggestions for Others. Overall, respondents recommended that
students of landscape-scale collaboration build their collaborative capacities through a
spectrum of approaches. They emphasize the central importance of experience, but also
note that over the past two or three decades, many ―how-to‖ resources have become
available in print and on-line. Collectively, respondents identified the following array of
collaborative capacity-building strategies in addition to learning through direct
experience:
1. Training, particularly through visiting trainers such as the Forest Services‘
―Collaboration Cadre‖ and particularly in collaboration and collaborative
leadership);6
2. In-house practice (e.g., facilitating staff meetings and building internal
consensus);
3. Written guidance and ―how-to‖ materials;7

6

One respondent noted a wide need for collaboration training for Forest Service staff so that they can
implement the collaborative expectations embedded in the 2012 Planning Rule.
7
One respondent recommended that the Forest Service add to such guidance by providing a definition of
collaboration and the skills, vocabulary, and training needed to do it (including, in particular, the extent to
which personnel can share decision making).
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4. Practical tools (e.g., a checklist to prepare to participate in a collaborative
process; a 10-question tool leading a stakeholder group through a structured
thinking process that yields the content for their charter);
5. Conferences and other networking opportunities to exchange insights with
others about what works;
6. Documenting how your own collaborative process works and jointly
reflecting on that with co-collaborators periodically;
7. Seeking guidance and observation opportunities from mentors, advisors, and
co-collaborators, especially from individuals who have had collaborative
experience in contexts similar to those faced by the person seeking advice;
8. Learning together with a ―wing person‖ (e.g., a co-facilitator), with whom one
can prepare and debrief; and
9. Field trips (―learning together standing on a stump‖).
Item 4 above alludes to a subject that came up repeatedly in both the literature
review for this study and several interviews and focus groups—i.e., the capacity to make
a good judgment call on whether to engage in collaboration in a particular situation. GAO
(2008) named the challenge of making a good decision on whether or not to participate in
a particular collaborative effort as one of the top six collaboration-related challenges
facing federal natural resource managers. The report recommended providing them with
assessment tools to assist them with both the ―when‖ and ―how‖ aspects of this challenge.
Kilmann (2011), addressing circumstances under which collaboration is appropriate,
suggests avoiding this approach when people are overwhelmingly stressed.

218
Kamensky (2011) suggests that innovative decision-making approaches such as
collaborative governance are called for when faced with a ―complex‖—as distinct from
―complicated‖—problem (pp. 66-68). Complicated problems are linear, with a clear
beginning, middle, and end; outcomes are relatively predictable, and can be modeled.
Complex problems involve so many moving parts and emergent interactions that it is
difficult to effectively evaluate alternative solutions (O‘Brien as cited in Kamensky,
2011, p. 66).
Eggers and Goldsmith (as cited in DeSeve, 2007) note that managed networks are,
by definition, ad hoc. They are partnerships among both public and private entities, which
members access for public services on an as-needed basis. Examples offered include
strategic alliances and dispute resolution.8 Milward and Provan (2006) suggest that
networks can be useful, but are not panaceas because they can be difficult to establish and
sustain, and do not always produce the results sought (p. 25). Their success is heavily
dependent on management quality.
Respondent Suggestions for Organizational Leaders. Respondents also
mentioned a number of ways in which employers can support their personnel in
developing collaborative capacity. Overall, these strategies encompass: conveying the
fact that leaders value collaboration; hiring people with collaboration skills; providing the
necessary resources to support effective collaboration; making time to listen, advise, and
encourage collaborators; recognizing those with a proclivity for collaboration and
proactively fostering their skills; providing opportunities to learn about and from

8

Note that Tuxill et al. (2004) offer a conceptual model and institutional framework for sustainable
partnerships (pp. 20-34).
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collaboration; and institutionalizing the use of collaboration. Please see Figure 40 for
further details.
In addition to providing opportunities to attend training and conferences, employers
can:
 Communicate that the organization‘s leaders value collaborative approaches;
 Encourage staff to seek out and participate in an existing collaborative to begin
to get experience;
 Provide staff with explicit permission and encouragement to use collaborative
approaches, including experimenting with what works without fear of penalties
if they fall short of desired results;
 Authorize the time and travel needed to participate in collaborative processes;
 Make time to engage intellectually with staff who are participating in
collaborative processes regarding challenges and strategies they might want to
pursue;
 Hire individuals with ―people skills‖;
 Notice, amplify, and refine employees‘ innate collaborative strengths;
 Fund the use of collaborative processes;
 Institutionalize collaboration in a way that is illuminated by personal experience
and passion (e.g., by integrating it into position descriptions and hiring
interview questions, writing it into business operations, and rewarding
personnel who use it effectively through promotions and awards);
 Create opportunities for staff to learn from other organizations and collaborative
processes; and
 Encourage staff to harvest lessons learned from their collaborative experiences
and to bring those experiences to bear on the next one in an adaptive
Figure 40. Collaborative capacity building strategies for the organizational leader.
Relationship Between Landscape-Scale Collaboration and Conflict Resolution
Roles of Conflict in Landscape-Scale Collaboration. The strongest theme in the
data on the role of conflict in landscape-scale collaboration is that it has served as a
catalyst for collaboration. A sample respondent comment on this topic comes from
Colorado Front Range focus group: “Conflict happens; we should expect it. We should
thrive on it, because that‟s when learning and growth happens, and deeper bonding.”
Please see Figure 41 for the variety of ways other respondents made very similar points.
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“There‟s gonna be conflict.”



“It totally came out of conflict.”



“Differing missions means we may not ever agree.”



“Conflict is the name of the game.”



“Conflict is the underlying narrative.”



“Conflict is a complicated, essential part of the collaborative process.”



“Conflict is the background for everything.”



“Conflict created „em!” (speaking of the collaborative processes in which this
person has been involved)



“Conflict is the background and history of the collaborative processes I‟ve been
involved in – it‟s fundamental.”



“Conflict is inevitable when you have a really diverse group of people.”



“It's about conflict!”



“There‟s a history of conflict on this landscape.”



“The collaborative process is a perfect prism of all the conflicts in the area that
have developed over the last 400 years.”



“It‟s a living, contentious public land.”

Figure 41. ―It‘s a living, contentious public land.‖
To these respondents, conflict is inevitable and ubiquitous, and can even be a
unifying force (e.g., if collaborators come to see themselves as joined in battle against
outside conflict as a threat to them jointly). In many cases, it has been the shared pain of
conflict that has brought stakeholders together, and kept them at the table. Recall the
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suggestion of McKinney and Johnson (2009) that a crisis, threat, or compelling
opportunity is necessary to motivate collaboration at a regional scale (pp. 36-38).
Landscape-scale collaboration has served as a productive forum for working out
mutually acceptable solutions to these conflicts over natural resource stewardship when
all agree that the nature of the conflict is best addressed at the landscape scale. One
person observed that the frequency with which conflict serves as the catalyst for
collaboration is decreasing, however, due to the allure of collaboration on its own merits
as stakeholders see the tangible results that have been achieved in this way. Related
points made by respondents included:


Landscape-scale collaboration offers an opportunity for social and
ecological healing;



Collaboration reduces conflict between collaborators, but doesn‘t
eliminate it;



Landscape-scale collaboration offers an opportunity to re-take steps we
regret and find reasonable ways forward; to do the right thing;



This approach enables us to discuss the issues and develop a better
understanding of one another‘s perspectives.

However, a few respondents reported that conflict was minimal or non-existent in
the collaborative processes in which they had participated, and/or saw it as an obstacle to
collaboration. These respondents said they had a number of motivations for coming to the
table, and observed that motivations can vary regionally. While they collectively cited an
array of catalysts that brought them to the table (e.g., holding collaboration as a core
value), virtually all of the catalysts that did not reference conflict can be seen as
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―opportunities,‖ per the comments of McKinney and Johnson (2009, pp. 36-38). Such
opportunities include:
1. Being able to address a need that one could not address alone;
2. Engaging in adaptive management;
3. Protecting forest land from immediate and future threats, including
development and fire;
4. Getting things done on the ground;
5. Social bonding;
6. Making something good happen; and
7. Honoring, protecting, and sustaining one‘s tribal culture and way of life.
Respondents did not hold a common view as to how the amount of conflict in
landscape-scale collaborative processes compares to the amount of conflict in
collaboration at larger and smaller scales. Some felt there is more conflict at the
landscape scale compared to the project scale due to the greater complexity and number
of issues and participants at the landscape scale. Others argued that there is more conflict
at the project scale (e.g., when trying to apply landscape-scale agreements in the field)
because ―the devil is in the details‖).
Sources of Conflict in Landscape-Scale Collaboration. Respondents said that
the sources of conflict that have come up in the context of landscape-scale collaboration
are numerous. They offered a range of examples. As summarized in Figure 42, the
examples cited can be categorized as conflicts about:
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1. Differing opinions about how to manage any given piece of land;
2. Forest Service management (including the agency‘s organizational structures
for managing National Forests; misalignment between various Line Officers;
misalignment between a Line Officer and other participants in a collaborative
process; occasional missteps by Forest Service personnel; policy
interpretation—e.g., ―one size fits all‖ policies; and whether a forest plan
adequately reflects the values of those affected by it;
3. Ideology (including how to implement and mitigate a project; idealistic
interests that are not feasible legally or politically; differing values;
environmentalists not knowing what to do with victory and ―bayonetting the
wounded‖);
4. How to accomplish shared goals;
5. Miscommunication;
6. What to do about local social, and ecological problems (including individuals
or subgroups who feel their livelihoods are being threatened);
7. Reverting to positions, which are more familiar and comfortable;
8. Process (e.g., when a core issue is supposedly ―off the table‖);
9. Issues specific to a particular eco-region (such as the ―species approach‖ in
the Pacific Northwest); and
10. Conflicts inherent to landscape-scale collaboration (e.g., how to translate
agreements onto the ground; how to deal with high scientific uncertainty; fear
of potentially large ramifications of mistakes; external parties pushing back
against landscape scale collaboration.
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 Different opinions about how to manage a particular piece of
land;
 Forest Service management;
 Ideology;
 How to accomplish shared goals;
 Miscommunication;

 What to do about local social, and ecological problems;
 Reverting to positions;
 Process;
 Issues specific to a particular eco-region;
 Conflicts inherent to landscape-scale collaboration.
Figure 42. Sources of conflict in landscape-scale collaboration.
Obstacles to the Resolution of Conflict in Landscape-Scale Collaboration.
Respondents also offered insights about the primary obstacles that stand in the way of
resolving such conflicts. The obstacle most often cited was distrust. In addition to related
observations found earlier in this document, one person mentioned that some people see
collaboration as cooptation; this echoes a point made by Mayer (2004, p. 31). Another
person mentioned a concern about over-reliance on electronic communication, and that
face-to-face interaction is essential for building trust. A third person pointed out how the
prevalence of personnel turnover in the Forest Service gets in the way of building and
sustaining trust. Other obstacles to conflict resolution mentioned by at least one
respondent included: lack of funding for collaboration; stakeholders manipulating the
collaborative process; stakeholders who are resistant to going out in the woods to learn
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firsthand about the landscape; and failure to effectively share lessons learned from forest
collaboration with others facing similar challenges.
Strategies for Resolving Conflict Through Landscape-Scale Collaboration.
Respondents described a plethora of conflict resolution strategies to draw from. They can
be categorized into: a) macro-level strategies; b) strategies inherent to landscape-scale
collaboration; c) strategies suitable for use in the environment surrounding particular
landscape-scale collaboration; and d) strategies suitable for use within the context of a
particular landscape-scale collaborative process, which were most numerous (see Figure
43). All of these strategies suggest that landscape-scale collaboration should be thought
of as ―adjunct‖ to conventional public policy decision-making processes in the sense that
they are not intended to replace conventional processes. This is consistent with the views
of Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000), who made that statement with respect to dispute
resolution processes, and who defined the latter as the ―more formal use of collaborative
problem-solving techniques in resolving specific conflicts‖ (p. 33). However, the wheels
of progress have continued to turn, and today—almost fifteen years after Wondolleck and
Yaffee‘s comments—we can happily add a third concept; they are becoming ―integrated‖
into those conventional public policy decision-making processes as reflected, for
example, in the 2012 Planning Rule.
Macro-level strategies include negotiated legislation setting up the expectation for
collaborative forest management, such as the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration
Act, as well as agency-wide rules calling for collaboration (e.g., the 2012 Planning Rule).
A conflict resolution ―strategy‖ inherent to landscape-scale collaboration is to make use
of the ―sweet spot‖ phenomenon that makes landscape-scale collaborative processes a
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particularly fruitful milieu in which to negotiate compromises, protect what is dear, and
rebuild trust.
Conflict resolution strategies for use in the environment surrounding a particular
landscape-scale collaboration are those that function like ―second track diplomacy‖ in the
international arena. They basically ―prime the pumps‖ for constructive collaboration to
occur once stakeholders gather around the table. Examples of such strategies mentioned
by respondents include: a break-through research publication; working in the policy
realm and/or getting one‘s congressional delegation to assist; picking up the pieces from
a past collaborative effort that fell apart and re-building trust; and the use of a ―speaker's
bureau.‖ In addition, more than one respondent mentioned that knowing that appeals and
litigation remain fallback conflict resolution strategies allows some stakeholders to feel
more comfortable trying collaboration.
This chapter has reported on what was said by the 38 people who participated in
interviews and focus groups for this study. It reflects rigorous point-by-point analysis of
over 1,000 pages of data. The following chapter seeks to ―make meaning‖ of these
findings. The focus of Chapter 5 is a substantive theory regarding capacity-building
strategies for landscape-scale collaboration. It also contains the PI‘s reflections on the
merits of this theory and on the implications of this research for the field of conflict
analysis and resolution. Finally, it contains policy and research recommendations.
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 Making a good judgment call on whether collaboration is appropriate for a
particular situation or not;
 Earning politicians‘ support through a broadly inclusive approach
 Meeting norms
 Establishing a conflict resolution policy and procedures (e.g., try to talk things
out in working groups before elevating the issue to the Steering Committee to
resolve)
 Helping others understand how this all works, and helping them change the way
they‘ve defined themselves ―for years and years and years‖
 Getting to know co-collaborators informally
 Building agreement on restoration principles
 Learning together
 Building agreement based on solid science
 Reframing the conflict and formulating win-win solutions
 Recruiting and retaining credible people to be part of the process
 Collaborative leadership by relevant USFS Line Officers
 Joint prioritizing regarding the group‘s desired future conditions
 Shifting resource management practices continually to stay attuned to
stakeholder values
 Continually working things out among Board members
 Bonding over a love of a particular landscape
 The power of individual personalities who are willing to put their careers on the
line to make an exception to strict policy interpretations and find logical
solution for a particular landscape
 Trust-building
 Developing understanding and appreciation for one another‘s cultures and
values
 Taking away your ―enemy's ammunition‖
 Working out a subset of the landscape-scale collaborators‘ conflicts more
locally (e.g., with the District Ranger)
 Continually trying to determine what motivates ―show stopper‖ individuals and
engage them in dialogue
 Being willing to drop the planned agenda to deal with emergent conflict
 Being willing to talk about an issue for a long time
 Taking actions that address the underlying needs that are fueling the conflict
 Serving as a go-between to explain disputants‘ perspectives to one another
 Adaptive management
 Assistance of a skilled facilitator
Figure 43. Resolving conflict within a landscape-scale collaborative process.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
This chapter proposes a theory of collaborative capacity-building for landscapescale collaboration in forest resource management that is grounded in the findings just
described. It reflects an ―interpretive‖ definition of theory, in that it seeks further
understanding of both landscape-scale collaboration and of the kinds of strategies likely
to be effective in fostering the capacity to engage in this form of collaboration (e.g., by
discerning the most relevant elements of this phenomenon and those with the most power
to effect a desired future state). This is in contrast to a ―positivist‖ definition of theory,
which seeks to explain causal relationships (Charmaz, 2011, pp. 125-128). According to
Charmaz:
The acts involved in theorizing foster seeing possibilities, establishing
connections, and asking questions… When you theorize, you reach down to
fundamentals, up to abstractions, and probe into experience. The content of
theorizing cuts to the core of studied life and poses new questions about it….
constructing theory is not a mechanical process. Theoretical playfulness enters in.
Whimsy and wonder can lead you to see the novel in the mundane. (2011, pp.
135-136).
An interpretive view of theory also acknowledges that there is considerable
subjectivity in the researcher‘s construction of a theory, and thus values dialogue in its
construction (as occurs, for example, between the scholar and his or her dissertation
committee members, and between the scholar and study participants in the context of a
―member check‖ conference call); in contrast, a positivist view of theory seeks ultimately
to define one empirical ―truth.‖
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Relatedly, this study embodies a ―constructivist‖ view of theory development.
This view is based on the beliefs that a theory is developed by human beings who bring
their subjective life experience to the process, rather than a fundamental reality that only
needs be uncovered. Both the scholar and study participants bring their respective life
experiences to the theory development process. The theory takes shape through
interactions between the scholar, participants, data, and reflections on relevant literature.
Moreover, this all happens within a particular context—i.e., temporally, geographically,
and socially—that inescapably informs the theory (Charmaz, 2011, pp. 129-131). The
idea is to ―define and conceptualize relationships between experiences and events…. to
watch for markers and transitions in the passage‖ (p. 135).
In this case, the fact that this research takes place in the U.S. in 2013 and 2014 is
important. We are in a post-timber war era—a war between environmentalists and the
timber industry that is widely perceived to have been won by the environmentalists. Yet,
once the dust settled, it became clear that: a) stopping unsustainable forestry practices
was just one step of many that would need to be taken to restore ecological health to the
national forests; and b) many rural communities that had been dependent on the wood
products industry were now struggling with unemployment, poverty, and deep,
widespread resentment.
It is in this context that landscape-scale collaboration is affording a breath of hope
for ecological, social, and economic restoration. Moreover, the fact that this study takes
place only a few years following the launch of the Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program and directly following the promulgation of the 2012 Forest Planning
Rule, with its encouragement for collaboration, feeds that sense that a restorative path
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forward is truly possible. It is also true that this study takes place at a time when the U.S.
is just beginning to recover from severe recession and faces fiscal austerity in the federal
arena for the foreseeable future. This both incentivizes collaboration and limits the
resources available to support it.
As has been previously stated, there are three research questions driving the
present study. Two of them inherently seek deeper understanding of the phenomena of
interest; Research Question 1 asks, ―What is unique about collaborating at the landscape
scale?‖ and Research Question 3 asks, ―What is the relationship between landscape-scale
collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution?‖
The remaining research question, #2, asks, ―What are the implications of the
unique qualities of landscape-scale collaboration for collaborative capacity-building
strategies?‖ This question could be read to have a positivist, causative, flavor; however,
to remain consistent with the interpretive school of theory, the PI seeks to address it from
an interpretive stance. In this light, the question can be thought of as asking, ―What is the
relationship between the unique qualities of landscape-scale collaboration, on one hand,
and strategies for building the capacity to do it, on the other?‖ Attributing the underlying
point to Markovsky (2004), Charmaz says that, ―A theorist attempts to convince readers
that certain conclusions flow from a set of premises‖ (Markovsky as cited in Charmaz,
2011, p. 128). In formulating the theory described below, the PI has framed the answers
to Research Questions 1 and 3 as ―premises,‖ and the answer to Research Question 2 as a
conclusion that flows from those premises. The section below (the central theory
emerging from this project) follows that structure—i.e., addressing Research Question 1,
3, and then 2.
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Proposed Theory
This section focuses on the ultimate work product for a scholar using
constructivist grounded theory methodology—a new theory. (Please see the ―Policy
Implications‖ section for thoughts on the practical implications of this study.) The theory
below seeks to illuminate the phenomenon of landscape-scale collaboration on forest
resource management and fundamental relationships between its component parts. It is
driven by the research questions underlying this study: 1) what are the unique
characteristics of collaborating at the landscape scale; 2) what are the implications of
those unique characteristics for the collaborative capacity building strategies of
organizations seeking to employ this type of collaboration; and 3) what is the relationship
between landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution?
The PI has constructed this theory of ―Landscape-Scale Collaborative Capacity
Building Strategies‖ by framing a series of premises grounded in the data (see Table 1);
some of these premises concern the unique characteristics of the phenomenon and relate
to Research Question 1, while others concern the relationship of the phenomenon to
conflict and conflict resolution and align with Research Question 3. Based on these
premises, the PI has formulated a series of conclusions regarding the implications of the
unique characteristics of the phenomenon for collaborative capacity-building strategies;
these conclusions (found in Table 2) align with Research Question 2. Finally, the PI
integrated the premises associated with Research Question 1 and the conclusions
associated with Research Question 2 into a narrative rendition of the theory that has
emerged from this dissertation (see Figure 44). The logic of the theory-building process is
further described below, and visually depicted in Figure 45.

Table 1
Theory: Premises about Landscape-Scale Collaborative Capacity-Building Strategies

#

Premises re: Unique Characteristics (RQ1)
Premises re:
Landscape
Benefits
Overall Unique
Boundaries
Characteristics

1.

Scientific
uncertainty and
its Implications.

2.

Working at a
scale appropriate
to the ecological
systems you are
trying to restore

3.

Link between
relationship
investment and
efficient progress

Defined within a
particular social,
economic, and
ecological context
and through
extensive
discussion
Defined by looking
across the lay of
the land,
transcending
jurisdictional
boundaries

Key driver is scale
of ecological
systems targeted
for restoration

Challenges

Premises re: Conflict
(RQ3)

“Sweet spot” for
achieving results

Obtaining
appropriate
stakeholder
representation

Conflict is ubiquitous on the
national forests

Landscape-scale
collaboration offers
potential for profoundly
restorative
transformation in
ecological, social,
economic, personal, and
spiritual dimensions
The collaborative forum
can serve as a conflict
prevention, collaborative
problem-solving, and/or
conflict resolution

Establishing selfgovernance
mechanisms

Conflict is often a catalyst for
initiating a landscape-scale
collaborative process, and the
shared pain of being in conflict
can help keep collaborators at
the table

Obtaining
necessary
resources

In some landscape-scale
collaborative efforts, conflict is
not particularly salient, and
stakeholders come together
around a sense of opportunity
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Table 1 (continued)

#
4.

5.

6.

Premises re: Unique Characteristics (RQ1)
#Premises re:
Landscape
Benefits
Overall Unique
Boundaries
Characteristics
The “sweet spot”
in terms of
participant
knowledge,
commitment,
political
assistance, and
efficiencies of
scale
Self-governance

Challenges

Premises re: Conflict
(RQ3)

Skilled process
management to
support
stakeholder
deliberations

The frequency with which
conflict serves as the catalyst for
collaboration is decreasing due
to the allure of collaboration on
its own merits as stakeholders
see the tangible results that
have been achieved in this way

Obtaining
information
necessary to
understand the
landscape
Central role of
trust in aligning
around shared
focus

Ten sources of conflict

Most conflicts experienced by
landscape-scale collaborators
are not unique to landscapescale forest resource
management, but are
exacerbated by this large scale
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Table 1 (continued)

#

Premises re: Unique Characteristics (RQ1)
Premises re:
Landscape
Benefits
Overall Unique
Boundaries
Characteristics

Challenges

7.

Obtaining the
buy-in of those
not at the table

8.

Translating
agreements onto
the ground

9.

Threat of
litigation

10.

11.

12.

Premises re: Conflict
(RQ3)

The collaborative forum can
serve as a conflict prevention,
collaborative problem-solving,
and/or conflict resolution
There is a spectrum of conflict
resolution benefits that can be
derived from landscape-scale
collaboration
Landscape-scale collaborators
have varying perspectives
toward conflict
There may be functional &
dysfunctional levels and types of
conflict
There are four types of conflict
resolution strategies related to
landscape-scale collaboration
The most common obstacle to
resolving conflicts that arise in
landscape-scale collaboration is
distrust
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Note: Each column heading above represents a ―category‖ or ―theme.‖ Each cell in the associated column represents a ―subcategory.‖
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Research Question 1: What are the unique characteristics of collaborating at
the landscape scale? This section articulates several sets of premises that collectively
describe the unique characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration in the forest resource
management context. The first set (the ―Definitional‖ Premises) suggests dimensions by
which the boundaries of a ―landscape‖ are defined. The second set (the ―Benefit
Premises‖) describes the unique benefits associated with collaborating at this scale. The
third set (the ―Challenge Premises‖) describes seven unique challenges that collaborators
must address to realize those potential benefits.
“Definitional” Premise A: Defined Within a Particular Social, Economic, and
Ecological Context and Through Extensive Discussion. Landscape boundaries are
defined within a particular social, economic, and ecological context through extensive
discussions among collaborators. Variables that collaborators consider include: 1)
attributes that are inherent in the natural environment, such as landform, ecosystem, and
hydrogeology; 2) human dynamics, including social variables, community use and
economic factors, and political and jurisdictional considerations; and 3) the history and
desired future of the area. Different groups of stakeholders may weight these variables
differently. However, one aspect of the boundary-setting process that almost all the
groups contributing to this study had in common was that agreeing on their landscape
boundaries required extensive discussion.
“Definitional” Premise B: Defined By Looking Across the Lay of the Land,
Transcending Jurisdictional Boundaries. Holding in mind the area‘s history and shared
management goals, collaborators look over the entire ―lay of the land.‖ Collaborators are
cognizant of political boundaries, but allow their thinking to transcend those boundaries
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in identifying the geographic area of opportunity for achieving their shared management
goals.
“Definitional” Premise C: Key Driver Is Scale of Ecological Systems Targeted
for Restoration. While the groups providing data for this study generally considered
numerous variables in defining the borders of their respective landscapes, the variable
that emerged as most fundamental to the exercise was the scale of the ecological systems
that collaborators had targeted for restoration. CFLRP projects represent multi-year
commitments for those involved in the core activities; intensive efforts would be for
naught if the boundaries of the landscape were set too small to make a difference in the
dynamics of the relevant ecosystem. This need was balanced by the desire to make the
effort manageable.
“Benefit” Premise A: “Sweet Spot” For Achieving Results Collaboratively Due
to Participants’ Unique Blend of Knowledge, Their Commitment, Political Assistance,
and Through Efficiencies of Scale. As suggested so eloquently by Interviewee 11 and
reinforced by others, landscape-scale collaboration represents a ―sweet spot‖ for forest
resource management. This is the scale that matches the social and ecological systems
that stakeholders are seeking to restore. The boundaries of the focal ―landscape‖ are
defined within a particular social, economic, and ecological context through extensive
discussions among the collaborators and taking numerous variables into consideration.
Holding the area‘s history in mind, as well as their shared management goal, the
collaborators look over the entire ―lay of the land‖ to choose their palette. Collaborators
are cognizant of, but allow their thinking to transcend, political boundaries in identifying
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the geographic area of opportunity for affecting their management goal (e.g., reducing
fire risk; restoring forest health; contributing to a sustainable local economy).
Landscape-scale collaboration on forest resource management attracts the
participation of stakeholders who possess—individually and collectively—the particular
blend of expertise about both the landscape itself and applicable national policies, the
passion and long-term commitment, and the willingness to share their knowledge with
others that are necessary to effectively restore such systems. Landscape-scale
collaboration is a scale in which local, regional, and state groups are able to sustain
participation more readily than the national level. It is a scale that enables politicians to
help, not hinder, these restoration processes.
Moreover, landscape-scale collaboration—when done well—offers unique
efficiencies. It is a way of harnessing the resources of many—individuals, organizations,
and jurisdictions—to achieve shared goals. It is a way of achieving NEPA compliance for
multiple subsequent projects at one time. And it enables participants to establish ―zones
of agreement‖ upon which resource managers can rely in making subsequent decisions
applicable to large geographic areas, confident of broad support.
The results obtained through the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration
Program collectively validate (after only its first year) the ―sweet spot‖ concept. As
mentioned earlier in this study, those results included 1,550 jobs and $59 million in labor
income; 107 million board feet of timber; 66,000 acres of wildlife habitat and 28 miles of
restored fish habitat; removal of brush that could fuel wildfires on 90,000 acres near
human communities and 64,000 more remote acres; and improved water quality by
repairing 163 miles of eroding roads (Schwedler & McCarthy, 2011, Executive
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Summary). Additional important benefits accruing to participants from ―collaborative
learning‖ include increased standing, legitimacy, voice, and influence on decisions about
public participation (Walker et al., 2006).
“Benefit” Premise B: Landscape-Scale Collaboration Offers Potential for
Profoundly Restorative Transformation in Ecological, Social, Economic, Personal,
and Spiritual Dimensions. Collaborating at the landscape-scale can engage the whole
person, including spiritual and kinesthetic dimensions, and as such, holds transformative
potential. Interviewee #10, says, “It‟s our responsibility in our traditions -- our role has
always been that we take care of those things as they offer themselves to provide to us the
life and our ability to be in that community as we are. And so, if it's the salmon, it is our
responsibility to honor the salmon and take care of it and to fight for its well-being, and
it‟ll continue to provide foods for us that will sustain us forever. It's central to our
religion...” It is a phenomenon with ―eye-opening‖ potential that affords opportunities for
profoundly positive ―personal change,‖ as well as hope for ecological, social, economic,
and personal healing. Remember the words of Interviewee # 11: “…it‟s like chocolate!
Most people, once they try chocolate, love chocolate… by golly, you‟re not gonna have to
work real hard once most people taste that chocolate… It is so good, all you want is
more! And you don‟t want anything else. You want better chocolate too…”
“Benefit” Premise C: The collaborative forum can serve as a conflict
prevention, collaborative problem-solving, and/or conflict resolution. Where there is no
significant conflict at the time that a landscape-scale collaborative process is initiated, the
process can serve a conflict prevention function by giving stakeholders a space where
they can work to address shared challenges proactively. Where conflict is already present,
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the landscape-scale collaborative process can provide an effective forum for conflict
resolution efforts.
“Challenge” Premise A: Representation. Because ―landscapes‖ are so large,
there are typically thousands of individuals and organizations who have stakes in how
they are managed. Ideally, all of them would have a voice ―at the table‖ in a landscapescale collaborative process. Some will be directly involved in the core meetings through
which the collaborative dialogue is pursued. Others will come to occasional meetings to
provide input to the core participants at strategic milestones along the way. Still others
will simply follow progress being made from afar through occasional media coverage.
The rule of thumb among public policy facilitators is that individuals or organizations
significantly affected by the issues being discussed in the process are confident that there
is at least one representative ―at the table‖ who is advocating for the things that are
important to that person or organization.
However, because ―landscapes‖ are such large geographic areas, the number of
individuals and organizations who need such representation typically number at least in
the thousands. Thus, the exercise of identifying stakeholders and their representatives
must be conducted with great care and skill. The challenge of doing this well is
underscored by Wilson and Crawford (2008), who looked at representation in the San
Juan National Forest‘s planning process between 1998 and 2003; they found
disproportionate participation by white males, older individuals, and people who had
participated in previous forest planning efforts; tribes were not represented. GAO (2008)
identified inclusive representation as one of the practices common to successful
collaborative initiatives. Scholz and Stiftel (2005) identified the process of determining
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representation as one of five core natural resource governance challenges. Kinney and
Johnson (2009) point out the importance of broad and diverse outreach for the success of
regional collaboration.
The challenge goes beyond determining which stakeholders are significantly
affected and thus, need representation ―at the table.‖ Within a stakeholder group or sector
(such as ―environmental groups‖), the particular individual(s) who will represent that
group or sector and collaborate in good faith with others needs to be identified and
engaged. Each representative must keep their ―constituents‖ abreast of progress being
made in the collaboration process, obtain constituents‘ input at appropriate points, and be
able to articulate those interests ―at the table‖ in a manner that other participants can
understand and build upon. Representatives must also be able and willing to manage their
constituents‘ expectations and work with them to determine how best to advance their
interests ―at the table‖ while also looking for ways to help the other representatives meet
the needs of their respective constituents. Ideally, representatives in such processes have
either a ―compromising‖ or a ―collaborating‖ style of dealing with conflict, both of which
blend assertiveness with cooperativeness.
“Challenge” Premise B: Self-Governance Mechanisms. Landscape-scale
collaborative processes also differ from most (though not all) project-level and nationallevel collaborative processes in that they generally have self-governance mechanisms.
One entity may organize and convene the parties, but no one entity typically has the
power and authority to make decisions on behalf of all the collaborators. If they are to
work productively together over a period of years, they need to develop not just a set of
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mutually-acceptable procedures for decision-making and carrying out their work,9 but
often, more lasting organizational structures that enable them to manage their own funds,
hire one or more staff members, and sustain their work over a long time horizon. Initial
choices about organizational structure are often made by a grassroots steering committee,
but can emerge later in the process through broader stakeholder dialogue. The process
manager referenced in ―Challenge‖ Premise B above often facilitates the work of
establishing broadly-supported operating protocols; however, this can also be
spearheaded by a chair, co-chairs, a steering committee, or the project lead within the
sponsoring agency.
“Challenge” Premise C: Obtaining Necessary Resources. The need to raise and
manage funds is also a unique characteristic of landscape-scale collaboration compared to
project-level and national-scale collaborative processes, which tend to have a single
source of funding that is in place before they start; landscape-scale collaborative
processes may have initial funding, but since they continue over multiple years and spin
off multiple projects, it is common to need to pursue additional funds over time. Having a
self-governing structure helps provide the stability funders look for to feel confident that
the group will be accountable for the funds awarded to them.
“Challenge” Premise D: Skilled Process Management to Support Stakeholder
Deliberations. Because a landscape is such a large area, there are likely to be many
stakeholders who want to be involved in some way. Relatedly, the larger the landscape,
the more likely it is that it will include multiple jurisdictions, which will want to be
represented at the table. Given the number of potential stakeholders, identifying the
9

Typically, these procedures are documented in a charter, and rely upon consensus-based decision-making.
This is often done for project-level and national-level collaborative processes as well.
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primary stakeholders and appropriate representatives of them is a real challenge.
Moreover, because this form of collaboration is a multi-year endeavor, stakeholders‘ time
must be used productively in order to sustain their engagement and preclude
―participatory fatigue.‖ For these reasons, a highly-skilled process manager (or process
management team) is essential to help shape appropriate roles for various stakeholders;
ensure that the representatives engaged in core negotiations are capable and credible
spokespersons who will be accountable to their constituents; plan and organize various
kinds of meetings to accommodate stakeholders‘ varying levels of interest and link up the
results of those meetings to ―move the ball forward‖; coordinate the work of many people
and help them make appropriate connections with other initiatives affecting the focal
landscape; facilitate their efforts to communicate with one another and manage conflicts
constructively; and help them recognize, document, and celebrate progress.
As discussed above, the process manager will help identify representatives of the
main stakeholder sectors and groups, who will participate in the primary meetings at the
core of a landscape-scale collaboration. However, given the number of parties likely to
have stakes in how any given landscape is managed, there may well be millions of
stakeholders who are not ―at the table.‖ The process manager also needs to help those at
the table think through how those not at the table can be ―brought along.‖ Two sets of
parties, in particular, may warrant careful thought to ensure they have a way to offer
input and get potential concerns addressed.
Depending on how the effort is structured, there may be legal constraints (e.g.,
related to FACA) on the involvement of federal agencies, even if they have related
decision-making authorities (e.g., the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
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which is part of the US Department of Commerce, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service).
“External stakeholders don‟t know what the Forest Service goes through to get
concurrence from NOAA and FWS. They are a whole „nother constituency to deal with.
They are used to working at the project level, so they‟re freaking out at this 60,000-acre
scale. It‟s a whole different level of engagement,” said this participant. “It‟s best to
inform them really early what you have in mind, and have them in the room as observers
even though they can‟t be „at the table.‟”
A second group of parties not necessarily at the table consists of Forest Service
colleagues of those agency representatives who are directly involved. Because CFLR
projects can anticipate ten years of comfortable funding, other employees may feel
jealousy as well as pride in what their colleagues are able to do. However, to maximize
results, CFLR projects need the support of a broad array of Forest Service personnel,
including the Partnership Coordinator, the Grants and Agreements staff, and Leadership.
Target audiences include the Forest Leadership Team in the relevant Forest Service unit,
the Regional Leadership Team, the District Ranger staff, and the Fire staff. The latter
require thoughtful efforts because they tend to function autonomously, “like law
enforcement,” yet prescribed burns are often key to CFLR implementation strategies. The
CFLR staff needs to show the fire staff that the prescribed burns desired to meet the
CFLR restoration goals will also help the fire staff meet their targets. One way of
bringing Forest Service colleagues along is a quarterly briefing schedule, with additional
ad hoc briefings as needed.
“Challenge” Premise E: Obtaining Information Necessary to Understand the
Landscape. Despite the profound potential for good that is part of the phenomenon of
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landscape-scale collaboration, there are a number of challenges that must be effectively
addressed for participants to realize that potential. The first is navigating the high level of
scientific uncertainty inherent in managing such a large geographic area (assuming the
CFLR Program‘s minimum size of 50,000 acres). The scientific unknowns concerning
the current condition of the resources over such a large area are numerous, as are the
unknowns regarding the most effective way to attain the desired future condition.
Thus, research plays a more central role in mapping the path forward than in
either project-level or national-level collaboration, and collaborators must find a
mutually-acceptable source of the necessary scientific expertise. It takes a long time to
gather existing information about all the resources involved, let alone obtain the results of
original research undertaken to answer specific questions raised by collaborators. This
means that the temporal planning horizon is very long, and adaptive management plays a
central role in determining how best to proceed.
“Challenge” Premise F: Central Role of Trust in Aligning Around Shared
Focus. While relationships are arguably central to most forms of collaboration, they take
on extra importance when working at the landscape scale for two reasons. First, as
mentioned above, landscape-scale collaboration tends to stretch over a long period of
time—i.e., measured in years, not days or months. Continuity of involvement is
important to making progress, so that agreements can be negotiated and upheld, and
topics need not be rehashed repeatedly. In addition, participant alignment around an
agreed-upon focus—rather than spreading their efforts over too many objectives or
struggling over competing objectives—is important if collaborators are to realize the
potential efficiencies of working at this scale.
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The more participants trust and understand one another, the better they are able to
maintain focus on agreed-upon goals rather than pursuing tangential issues. Forest
management practices of a bygone era have left the huge swaths of the national forests of
the U.S. in a condition conducive to catastrophic wildfire. While the timber wars of the
1980s and 1990s are over, distrust had become as well-rooted as an invasive species
among the national forest stakeholder community as a result of controversial forestry
practices (e.g., clear-cutting old growth) and the high-stakes timber wars that ended those
practices.
Presumably, distrust can be adaptive; it implies caution, and caution is sometimes
necessary. However, the distrust present in the wake of the timber wars took on a life of
its own, thriving like an invasive species moving into a disturbed area of a forest.
Interviewee #11 observed that the environmentalists “won the war, but didn‟t know what
to do with victory. Now they‟re going around bayonetting the wounded.‖ It is only in
recent years that this distrust is beginning to dispel. The Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program, initiated in 2009, has been a refreshing breeze helping to clear the
air and reveal a promising approach by which the Forest Service and external
stakeholders can collaborate to restore both forest health and the economic health of
forest-dependent communities, and in the process, root out the invasive species of
distrust.
In this context, collaborators must spend considerable time building trust by
getting to know and understand one another. One of the methods of building trust that is
mostly widely acclaimed by respondents is going out in the woods to learn together about
the landscape from the vantage of point of ―standing on a stump.‖ Learning together and
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building trust both require participants to ―leave their egos at the door.‖ The findings of
Whitall (2007) underscore the value of investing time in trust-building in the context of
forest resource management; she found a strong association between trust and
commitment, as well as between trust and decision capability (pp. 84-85). Langridge
(2008) also named trust-building as one of four focal areas for natural resource managers‘
attention in order to effectively collaborate on forest restoration. Bartlett (2012), too,
named trust building as one of the most important keys to success in a conflict resolution
process related to forest resource management at the landscape scale.
“Challenge” Premise G: Buy-In From Those Not “At the Table.‖ In landscapescale collaboration, there are frequently stakeholders who might like to be integrally
involved, but cannot—e.g., due to other organizational priorities, limited time and travel
funds, or legal constraints. This may include colleagues of the representatives who are
directly involved, regulators, and members of the public. The process manager (e.g.,
facilitator or chair) must work with core representatives and staff of the sponsoring entity
to find other ways to keep such stakeholders up to date on progress and to elicit their
input when appropriate.
“Challenge” Premise H: Translating Agreements onto the Ground. Finally, a
landscape-scale collaborative must grapple with the challenge of translating their
agreements into projects on the ground. Often, their landscape-scale agreements are more
abstract (e.g., principles), so they may need to undertake negotiations anew to reach
agreement on how their agreed-upon principles will be implemented in the field. As they
turn to implementation, collaborators also must complete the environmental analyses
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required under NEPA, which requires not only scientific expertise, but also contracting
expertise.
“Challenge” Premise I: Threat of Litigation. Another challenge, closely related
to trust-building, is the threat of litigation from those not at the table, or a participant who
is dissatisfied with outcomes. “It is very discouraging at the outset when it happens, and
then again if you lose,” said one participant. “This is where the rubber hits the road and
where we really need to know the Forest Service will support us.” This challenge is
closely related to ―Challenge‖ Premise B (Skilled Process Management) because it
underscores the importance of having all primary stakeholders represented at the table,
bringing along those not at the table, and managing deliberations in a way that all
underlying interests are surfaced and addressed if possible.
However, study participants noted that certain entities are philosophically and/or
politically opposed to collaborative problem solving itself, and will object to outcomes
derived collaboratively regardless of the substantive merits of those outcomes. In that
light, collaborators‘ need to be able to count on the sponsoring entity (if there is one) to
defend the integrity and outcomes of the collaborative process; in the CFLR Program, the
sponsoring entity is the Forest Service. That links this particular challenge closely to the
critical need for collaborators to attend to and invest in trust-building, as discussed in
―Challenge‖ Premise C. In this context, that trust-building needs to be built on a shared
understanding among collaborators about the possibility that their work products might
be litigated, whether they would bear any liability, and how the Forest Service would
handle the litigation.
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In summary, the theory that has emerged from this dissertation study suggests
twelve premises in response to Research Question 1 (―What is unique about collaborating
at the landscape scale on forest resource management?‖). These include:
I.

Premises Regarding How Collaborators Identify the Boundaries of Their
―Landscapes‖:
A. Landscapes are defined within a particular social, economic, and
ecological context and through extensive discussion.
B. Landscapes are defined by looking across the lay of the land, transcending
jurisdictional boundaries.
C. The key driver in identifying a landscape‘s boundaries is the scale of the
ecological systems targeted for restoration.

II.

Premises about Unique Benefits of Collaborating at the Landscape Scale:
A. The landscape scale offers a ―sweet spot‖ for achieving results
collaboratively through participants‘ unique blend of knowledge, their
commitment, political assistance, and efficiencies of scale.
B. Landscape-scale collaboration offers potential for profoundly restorative
transformation in ecological, social, economic, personal, and spiritual
dimensions.
C. The collaborative forum can serve as a conflict prevention, collaborative
problem-solving, and/or conflict resolution.

III.

Premises about Unique Challenges Associated With Collaborating at the
Landscape Scale:

249
A. Because ―landscapes‖ are such large geographic areas, there are normally
thousands of individuals and organizations (if not more) who will be
significantly affected by the issues being discussed ―at the table.‖ Those
organizing a landscape-scale collaborative process must determine which
stakeholders are significantly affected, and identify specific individual(s)
who can and will effectively represent each such stakeholder group or
sector and collaborate in good faith with others.
B. Most landscape-scale collaborative initiatives find it important to establish
broadly-supported self-governance mechanisms, addressing organizational
structure (e.g., a program of an existing organization or a new freestanding organization) and operating protocols (covering topics such as
who can participate, how decisions are made, and who fills various roles
such as chair, process manager, note-taker, and logistics coordinator.
C. Given the number of stakeholders, size of the landscape, level of scientific
uncertainty, and multi-year horizon for landscape-scale collaborative
processes, they require significant resources to initiate and maintain.
D. A highly skilled process manager is needed to support stakeholder
deliberations of the complexity that characterizes landscape-scale
collaborative dialogue and to help collaborators bring along those not at
the table.
E. Due to the size of a landscape and associated scientific uncertainties, it is a
challenge to obtain the information necessary to understand the landscape
and to do so within a reasonable timeframe.
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F. To achieve the massive benefits possible through landscape-scale
collaboration, participants must rise to the challenge of aligning around a
shared focus—but to do that, they must first invest quality time in trustbuilding.
G. In landscape-scale collaborative processes, there are usually a significant
number of stakeholders who are interested in what is being discussed ―at
the table,‖ but who are unable to participate on a regular basis. The
process manager (e.g., facilitator or chair) must work with core
representatives and staff of the sponsoring entity to find ways of keeping
such stakeholders up to date on progress and of eliciting their input when
appropriate.
H. Once participants in a landscape-scale collaboration agree on a restoration
approach for their shared landscape, they must implement it through sitespecific projects—the process of which often surfaces different
assumptions and understandings.
I. It is challenging for collaborators to invest their ―blood, sweat, and tears‖
in a landscape-scale collaboration extending over years, while laboring
under the threat that the integrity of their work and work products
ultimately may be litigated.
Research Question 3: What is the relationship between landscape-scale
collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution? In the words of Interviewee #9,
national forests in the U.S. are “living, contentious public lands.” Conflict is ubiquitous
in the circumstances giving rise to many—but not all—landscape-scale collaborative
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processes in the forest resource management arena (see Figure 35). Conflict is often a
catalyst for these collaborative processes, with stakeholders seeing the collaborative
forum as a venue in which to negotiate a mutually-acceptable way of resolving the
conflict, as long as all agree that the nature of the conflict is best addressed at the
landscape scale. USGAO (2008) found that inclusive, multi-stakeholder collaborative
resource management both reduces conflict and litigation and improves natural resource
conditions. In many cases, the shared pain of conflict not only brings stakeholders to the
table, but keeps them there trying to find a reasonable way forward. However, the
frequency with which conflict serves as the catalyst for collaboration is decreasing due to
the allure of collaboration on its own merits as stakeholders see the tangible results that
have been achieved in this way.
There are at least ten different sources of conflict encountered in landscape-scale
collaboration on forest resource management. These include: 1) differing opinions about
how to manage any given piece of land; 2) Forest Service management; 3) ideology; 4)
the best way to accomplish shared goals; 5) miscommunication; 6) what to do about local
social, and ecological problems; 7) reverting to positions; 8) procedural issues; 9) issues
specific to a particular eco-region; and 9) conflicts inherent to landscape-scale
collaboration. Examples of the latter include how to translate landscape-scale agreements
onto the ground; how to deal with high scientific uncertainty; fear of the potentially large
ramifications of mistakes; and external parties pushing back against landscape scale
collaboration. Most conflicts experienced by landscape-scale collaborators are not unique
to landscape-scale forest resource management. However, they may be exacerbated by
this large scale (e.g., the large number of parties and interests to accommodate; the
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amount of data needed; the sheer size of resource that collaborators are trying to
understand).
There is a spectrum of conflict resolution benefits that can be derived from
landscape-scale collaboration. At its best, landscape-scale collaboration offers a powerful
opportunity for social and ecological healing. It offers participants an opportunity to ―retake‖ steps they have come to regret, and this time, ―do the right thing.‖ At its most
modest, landscape-scale collaboration enables participants to discuss the issues and
develop a better understanding of one another‘s perspectives. In between the above two
ends of the spectrum, collaboration may reduce conflict between collaborators, without
eliminating it.
While some collaborators perceive conflict as an obstacle to collaboration, others
embrace conflict as an opportunity for learning, growth, and deepening bonds. It may be
that there is a functional level and types of conflict within collaborative groups—e.g.,
how to accomplish shared goals—while other types of conflict are ―dysfunctional or
paralyzing,‖ such as ideological conflicts. Another way in which participants can bond
around conflict is by uniting to work against an external source of threat or conflict. In
other cases, however, conflict is not particularly salient, and stakeholders come together
around a sense of opportunity. They see a chance to accomplish something that they
could not accomplish individually, such as reduction of fire risk and job creation.
The most common obstacle to resolving conflicts that arise in the context of
landscape-scale collaboration is distrust. There is a deep reservoir of distrust leftover
from the timber wars of the 1980s and 1990s that would-be collaborators must often work
hard to overcome. Personnel rotation, which is a practice integral to the Forest Service
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culture, often gets in the way of building and sustaining trust. An over-reliance on
electronic communication may impede the face-to-face interaction that is essential for
building trust. Another way in which distrust manifests is that some people are
ideologically opposed to collaboration, seeing it as cooptation. This emphasis on the
impact of distrust as an obstacle to collaboration in the CFLRP context is consistent with
the findings of Hocevar et al. (2006), who identified distrust as one of the top three
barriers to interagency collaboration.
Other obstacles to conflict resolution include lack of funding for collaboration;
stakeholders manipulating the collaborative process; stakeholders who are resistant to
going out in the woods to learn firsthand about the landscape; and failure to effectively
share lessons learned from forest collaboration with others facing similar challenges.
The range of conflict resolution strategies that can contribute to productive
landscape-scale collaboration fall into four categories. These include from: a) macrolevel strategies; b) strategies inherent to landscape-scale collaboration; c) strategies
suitable for use in the environment surrounding particular landscape-scale collaboration;
and d) strategies suitable for use within the context of particular landscape-scale
collaboration.
Macro-level strategies include negotiated legislation setting up the expectation for
collaborative forest management, such as the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration
Act, as well as agency-wide rules calling for collaboration (e.g., the 2012 Planning Rule).
A conflict resolution ―strategy‖ inherent to landscape-scale collaboration is to make use
of the ―sweet spot‖ phenomenon that makes landscape-scale collaborative processes a
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particularly fruitful milieu in which to negotiate compromises, protect what is dear, and
rebuild trust.
Conflict resolution strategies for use in the environment surrounding a particular
landscape-scale collaboration are those that function like ―second track diplomacy‖ in the
international arena. They basically ―prime the pumps‖ for constructive collaboration to
occur once stakeholders gather around the table. Examples include: a collaborative
research publication; working in the policy realm and/or getting one‘s congressional
delegation to assist; picking up the pieces from a past collaborative effort that fell apart
and re-building trust; and the use of a ―speaker's bureau.‖ In addition, knowing that
appeals and litigation remain fallback conflict resolution strategies allows some
stakeholders to feel more comfortable trying collaboration. Examples of conflict
resolution strategies suitable for use in a particular landscape-scale collaboration include
establishing a conflict resolution policy and procedure, reframing conflicts, and
negotiating win-win solutions.
Mayer (2004) suggests that conflict resolution practitioners have come too
accustomed to thinking of conflict resolution and collaboration as integral to one another,
and that conflict resolution practitioners should expand their definition of ―conflict
resolution‖ to include other ways of resolving conflict besides that of impartial third
party—in particular, non-collaborative strategies (p. 31). The PI for the present study
concurs with Mayer that advocacy is an important role in the conflict resolution process.
Further, many collaborative processes benefit from leaders who, while extraordinarily
effective collaborators, are not impartial; they advocate for their interests while
simultaneously helping other stakeholders get their needs addressed. Since this study
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focused only on ―collaborative‖ processes, it does not particularly illuminate the role of
―non-collaborative‖ strategies for conflict resolution. However, this study does reinforce
the belief that within the sub-world of collaborative processes, conflict, conflict
resolution, and collaboration often go hand-in-hand.
In summary, the theory that has emerged from this dissertation study suggests
twelve premises in response to Research Question 3 (―What is the relationship between
landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution?‖). These include:
A. Conflict is ubiquitous on the national forests of the US, ―living, contentious
public lands.‖
B. Conflict is often a catalyst for initiating a landscape-scale collaborative
process, and the shared pain of being in conflict can help keep collaborators at
the table.
C. In some landscape-scale collaborative efforts, conflict is not particularly
salient, and stakeholders come together around a sense of opportunity.
D. The frequency with which conflict serves as the catalyst for collaboration is
decreasing due to the allure of collaboration on its own merits as stakeholders
see the tangible results that have been achieved in this way.
E. There are at least ten different sources of conflict encountered in landscapescale collaboration on forest resource management, including: 1) differing
opinions about how to manage any given piece of land; 2) Forest Service
management; 3) ideology; 4) the best way to accomplish shared goals; 5)
miscommunication; 6) what to do about local social, and ecological problems;
7) reverting to positions; 8) procedural issues; 9) issues specific to a particular
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eco-region; and 9) conflicts inherent to landscape-scale collaboration (e.g.,
translating landscape-scale agreements onto the ground; dealing with high
scientific uncertainty; fear of the potentially large ramifications of mistakes;
and external parties pushing back against landscape scale collaboration).
F. Most conflicts experienced by landscape-scale collaborators are not unique to
landscape-scale forest resource management, but are exacerbated by this large
scale.
G. The collaborative forum can serve as a conflict prevention, collaborative
problem-solving, and/or conflict resolution.
H. There is a spectrum of conflict resolution benefits that can be derived from
landscape-scale collaboration, including: social and ecological healing; an
opportunity to ―re-take‖ certain steps and ―do the right thing‖; reduced
conflict; and an opportunity to develop a better understanding of one another‘s
perspectives.
I. Participants in landscape-scale collaboration have varying perspectives toward
conflict, with some seeing it as an obstacle to collaboration and others
embracing it as an opportunity for learning, growth, and deepening bonds.
J. There is a functional level and types of conflict within collaborative groups—
e.g., how to accomplish shared goals—while other types of conflict are
―dysfunctional or paralyzing,‖ such as ideological conflicts.
K. There are four types of conflict resolution strategies that can contribute to
productive landscape-scale collaboration, including: a) macro-level strategies;
b) strategies inherent to landscape-scale collaboration; c) strategies suitable
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for use in the environment surrounding a particular landscape-scale
collaboration; and d) strategies suitable for use within the context of a
particular landscape-scale collaboration.
L. The most common obstacle to resolving conflicts that arise in the context of
landscape-scale collaboration is distrust, with other obstacles being lack of
funding for collaboration; stakeholders manipulating the collaborative
process; stakeholders who are resistant to going out in the woods to learn
firsthand about the landscape; and failure to effectively share lessons learned
from forest collaboration with others facing similar challenges.
Research Question 2: What are the implications of those unique
characteristics for collaborative capacity building strategies? The challenges
discussed in the preceding section require collaborative capacity at four levels – that of
the individual collaborator, that of the constituent group that fields an individual
representative at the table, that of the collaborative stakeholder group, and that of the
sponsoring agency or organization (where there is one). The experience and functioning
of each individual collaborator influences the effectiveness of the collaborative endeavor.
The functions performed by the constituent group (e.g., by providing data, strategic
guidance, and trust in its representative) and by the collaborative stakeholder group as a
whole (e.g., by self-governance mechanisms that members jointly establish) directly
affects the ability of each individual collaborator to contribute to his or her full potential.
In turn, the sponsoring entity‘s policies, systems, and structures affect the collaborative
stakeholder group‘s ability to function optimally (see Figure 2).
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Each of these

four

levels—individual collaborator,

constituent

group,

collaborative stakeholder group, and sponsoring agency—draws upon numerous
―collaborative capacities‖ to function effectively. To help personnel choose which skills
to focus on, the Forest Service and other organizations that sponsor landscape-scale
collaborative initiatives might want to offer an introductory training experience that helps
orient participants to their choices. Beyond that, sponsoring organizations might want to
organize their capacity-building strategies and resources into four tracks—one for each of
the four levels discussed above. This reflects the different knowledge and skills required
to: 1) participate as a stakeholder/agency representative or subject matter expert at the
table; 2) effectively support the person representing your interests at the table; 3)
organize and manage a collaborative stakeholder group; and 4) design collaborative
programs, initiatives, and systems.
This section takes all four of those spheres into consideration in offering insights
about the implications of the unique characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration for
collaborative capacity-building strategies. In so doing, it builds upon the ―sweet spot‖ and
―chocolate‖ imagery introduced in the previous section. The reader will recall that the
―sweet spot‖ alludes to the unique forum afforded by landscape-scale collaboration for
effectively addressing significant public policy challenges that cannot be addressed well
at other scales nor by one entity alone. The ―sweet spot‖ metaphor is a shorthand
reminder of the reasons why it is eminently worthwhile to invest in equipping
collaborators to achieve the full measure of latent ―public good‖ accessible through such
forums.
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The ―chocolate‖ metaphor has five key points embedded in it, all of which inform
collaborative capacity building strategies for working at the landscape scale. The first of
these five points is that, just as chocolate is addictive according to popular belief,
successful landscape-scale collaboration is self-reinforcing because the benefits are so
satisfying that ―you just want more.‖ Collaborative capacity-building strategies should
amplify and leverage the self-reinforcing quality of successful landscape-scale
collaboration. This concept of a self-reinforcing mechanism is one that is very congruent
with the Forest Service‘s organizational culture, in that agency leadership traditionally
seeks to give forest-level units of the National Forest System as much autonomy and
discretion as possible, rather than prescribing how they should achieve approved goals.
When combined with study participants‘ emphasis on experience as the most
compelling strategy for collaborative capacity-building in the ―individual‖ sphere, this
suggests that the central tenet of collaborative capacity-building is to align the resources
of all four spheres—individual, constituent group, collaborative stakeholder group, and
sponsoring organization—to maximize the likelihood that the individual collaborators
will be successful in reaching and implementing agreements on how to manage their
focal landscapes. This includes translating their agreements into on-the-ground projects
and engaging in the monitoring and adaptive management activities that help attune the
―best-laid plans‖ to real-world conditions.
To say that ―effective collaborative capacity building strategies should support
success‖ may seem like a tautology that may be true at a superficial level; however, there
are three important nuances in the above paragraph. One is that the desired endpoint is
the effectiveness and success of the ―individual collaborator‖ in contributing to the best

260
of his or her ability; therein lies the ―proof of the pudding‖—not at the level of the
sponsoring agency nor the stakeholder group as a whole; both of the latter exist to enable
the best efforts of individuals—albeit individuals working together toward a shared goal.
O‘Leary and Vig (as cited in Kamensky, 2012b) underscore the importance of the
individual in a collaborative process, saying that, ―Collaboration is more between
individuals, than it is between the organizations they represent‖ (p. 1). The second is that
the reason that supporting individual effectiveness at the table is so powerful is that it
carries with it that self-reinforcing quality (like the taste of chocolate), which means that
policy-makers wanting to see more landscape-scale collaboration get a double ―bang for
their buck‖ from each success experienced by an individual collaborator. The third point
is that, to achieve maximum impact, all four ―spheres‖ should be aligned toward this
desired endpoint.
The self-reinforcing quality of successful collaboration expands the employer‘s
return on investment in an individual collaborator and in any one particular collaborative
process. Therefore, managers should go beyond ensuring that they assign an experienced
collaborator as project lead and that the project lead has the funds and contractor support
they need. One of the most powerful ways a manager can support an individual
employee‘s success is by being available on an as-needed basis to provide informal
coaching to the project lead for the duration of the collaborative process.
The second key point embedded in the chocolate metaphor is that not everybody
likes chocolate. Collaboration should not be forced on those who do not wish to
participate in it. That said, just because collaboration does not come naturally to someone
does not mean that the person does not want to stretch his or her comfort zone and
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acquire some collaborative skills; they should have access to the resources to do so and
should be enthusiastically encouraged to avail themselves of such opportunities.
However, to the extent that policy-makers want to maximize the results they can attain
through collaboration, they need the ability to discern who has a forte for collaboration
and an inclination to use this approach; it is likely to require fewer resources to recruit
and support such individuals in their collaborative endeavors than the resources required
to bring a ―doubting Thomas‖ along.
The third key point embedded in the chocolate metaphor is that chocolate alone is
not a healthy diet. Collaboration is not the appropriate approach for all forest
management challenges. Would-be collaborators need the ability to assess a particular
forest resource management challenge and make a good judgment call as to whether the
situation is amenable to a collaborative approach. Often, this is done by a skilled process
manager (e.g., a professional facilitator, a process-savvy agency manager, etc.), but each
stakeholder group needs to make their own determination about whether they want to
devote the resources to participate in a particular landscape-scale collaborative process.
At a minimum, this usually takes the form of fielding a representative to participate in
monthly meetings, which may entail a drive of two or three hours each way. Even if this
is the extent of participation, that is not an insignificant amount of time. For this reason
alone, collaborative capacity building strategies should reflect an understanding that
collaboration is one management approach among many, and equip would-be
collaborators with the knowledge and skills to make a thoughtful decision on whether a
particular situation is amenable to collaboration.
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The fourth key point embedded in the chocolate metaphor is that chocolate burns
easily. Translating this observation to the capacity-building realm, the point is that
landscape-scale collaboration is a complex and advanced form of collaboration. It is easy
to make a misstep, and ruin what could have been a very tasty dish. This has three
implications, as follows:
 Those who aspire to participate in landscape-scale collaboration should have
an opportunity to gain experience collaborating in simpler situations first.
 Would-be collaborators need to be competent in selecting an appropriatelyskilled process manager, or have access to skilled assistance in making such a
selection. (One focus group described working with several different
facilitators in sequence before finding one who felt like a good fit for their
needs. Another respondent told of seeing a seasoned facilitator exacerbate
group difficulties, rather than help resolve them.)
 Policy-makers should not under-estimate what it takes to successfully
collaborate at the landscape scale and to fully realize its potential. Thinking
about this in terms of funding alone, the CFLR Program enjoyed
Congressional appropriations of $75 million dollars between 2010 and 2012
(USFS, 2012, p. 1). The Forest Service anticipates that over a ten-year period,
the program will leverage almost $250 million federal dollars and about $152
million in private and other non-federal funding (p. 1). However, funding is
just one ingredient of a successful recipe. The collaborative capacities needed
in the four spheres—individual collaborator, constituent group, collaborative
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stakeholder group, and sponsoring agency—are perhaps the most complex
part of ―cooking with chocolate.‖
The fifth key point embedded in the chocolate metaphor circles back to the first
one—that chocolate is addictive, and ―once you taste chocolate, you just want more.‖
This final point picks up on another aspect of the point that ―chocolate is addictive.‖ As
pointed out by Interviewee #11, not only do you want more ―chocolate,‖ but you want
―better quality‖ chocolate. The data collected for this study revealed a powerful trend in
which individuals who had positive experiences with landscape-scale collaboration
sought out opportunities to participate in increasingly challenging and sophisticated
applications of collaboration. This pattern will not be pursued by everyone, but it has
resulted in profound accomplishments by Forest Service personnel and their external
collaborators (including the 2012 Planning Rule). Thus, collaborative capacity-building
strategies should spotlight, support, and magnify this tendency of collaboration
―aficionados‖ to seek out subsequent collaboration challenges that will stretch their
minds and skills.
In summary, the theory emerging from this dissertation offers eight conclusions
about the implications of the unique qualities of landscape-scale collaboration for
strategies to build the capacity to participate in such processes. These conclusions
(summarized in Table 2) are based on the 32 premises discussed earlier in this document
in response to Research Questions 1 and 3 (and summarized in Table 1). The conclusions
are that:
A. The challenges discussed in the preceding section require collaborative
capacity at four inter-related levels—that of the individual collaborator, that of
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the constituent group, that of the collaborative stakeholder group, and that of
the sponsoring agency or organization (where there is one). Each of these four
levels draws upon numerous ―collaborative capacities‖ to function effectively
(detailed in the ―Findings‖ chapter of this document).
B. Many of those collaborative capacities are applicable to collaboration in an
array of settings, including but not limited to landscape-scale collaboration.
However, given the unique characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration,
nine particular collaborative capacities are especially important to the success
of this form of collaboration, and each of the four levels of collaborative
capacity can contribute to the mastery of the following nine capacities:
1. Assessing whether collaboration is appropriate;
2. Collaborative leadership (including obtaining necessary resources and
process help);
3. Selecting and tailoring self-governance mechanisms to fit the particular
context and stakeholders;
4. Skilled process management;
5. Obtaining the information necessary to understand the landscape and
doing so within a reasonable timeframe;
6. Representing one‘s constituency effectively;
7. Fostering trust among collaborators;
8. Successfully translating agreements reached through landscape-scale
collaboration into on-the-ground restoration projects; and
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9. Preparing for the possibility of litigation and helping fellow collaborators
do so.
A system that embodies the above nine capacities maximizes the success of
the collaborative endeavor.
C. Of the above nine capacities, trust-building is most critical; it is pertinent to all
forms of collaboration, but especially landscape-scale collaboration, given: a)
the necessity of trust in order to align around a single focus; and b) the fact
that distrust was identified as the single biggest obstacle to conflicts that arise
during landscape-scale collaboration.
D. Successful collaboration is self-reinforcing.
E. To leverage the self-reinforcing quality of successful collaboration, the
resources of all four levels—individual, constituent group, collaborative
stakeholder group, and sponsoring organization—should be aligned to
maximize the likelihood that the individual collaborators will be successful ―at
the table.‖ Managers should not under-estimate the support needed for
success. (The ―Policy Implications‖ section offers related suggestions.)
F. While training and written guidance are increasingly available and they
represent valuable collaborative capacity-building strategies, experiential
learning (e.g., gaining experience with simpler collaborative processes first,
shadowing a seasoned colleague, receiving mentoring, etc.) remains the most
compelling set of strategies for collaborative capacity-building in the
―individual‖ sphere. Please see the ―Policy Implications‖ section for further
discussion about a range of ways to support experiential learning.
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G. Collaboration is not a good fit for every situation or every individual.
Collaborative capacity-building strategies should reflect an understanding that
collaboration is one management approach among many. Managers should
equip would-be collaborators with the knowledge and skills to make a
thoughtful decision on whether a particular situation is amenable to
collaboration.
Collaboration should not be forced on those who do not wish to participate
in it. All employees should have opportunities to acquire collaborative skills if
desired. However, managers should focus their proactive efforts to cultivate
collaborative capacity on those with a forte for collaboration and an
inclination to use this approach.
H. Collaborative capacity-building strategies should spotlight, support, and
magnify the tendency of collaboration ―aficionados‖ to seek out subsequent
collaboration challenges that will stretch their minds and skills.

Table 2
Theory: Conclusions about Landscape-Scale Collaborative Capacity-Building Strategies
#
A.

B.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Organize available capacity-building strategies and resources into
four tracks reflecting the different knowledge and skills required to:
1) participate at the table as a stakeholder/agency representative or
subject matter expert; 2) effectively support the person representing
your interests at the table; 3) organize and manage a collaborative
stakeholder group; and 4) design collaborative agency programs,
initiatives, and systems.
To foster individual collaborative capacity:
 See Row F below.
To foster constituent group collaborative capacity:
 Negotiation training
 Networking events
 Tip sheet or guidance for constituent groups sending
representatives to participate in a collaborative process
 Gathering and disseminating one or more articles on the topic
produced by credible sources (perhaps academics)
 Pointing representative to a variety of sources of expertise on
the topic, enabling them to choose a source with which each
is comfortable
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CONCLUSIONS REGARDING COLLABORATIVE
CAPACITY BUILDING STRATEGIES (RQ2)
The unique challenges associated with landscapescale collaboration require certain capacities at 4
levels—sponsoring entity, collaborative
stakeholder group, constituent group, and
individual collaborator (see Figures 3 and 28). Each
of these four levels draws upon numerous
“collaborative capacities” to function effectively
(detailed in the “Findings” chapter).
The nine competencies that most directly reflect
the unique characteristics of landscape-scale
collaboration include: 1) assessing whether
collaboration is appropriate; 2) collaborative
leadership (including obtaining necessary
resources and process help); 3) choosing and
tailoring self-governance mechanisms; 4) skilled
process management; 5) obtaining information to
understand the landscape and navigate scientific
uncertainty; 6) representing one’s constituency; 7)
fostering trust; 8) translating agreements onto the
ground; and 9) preparing for risk of litigation. Each
of the four levels of collaborative capacity can
contribute to the mastery of the above nine
capacities.

Table 2 (continued)
#
CONCLUSIONS REGARDING COLLABORATIVE
CAPACITY BUILDING STRATEGIES (RQ2)
B.
See above.
(cont’d)

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
To foster collaborative stakeholder group collaborative capacity:
 Training (e.g., salient aspects of how the USFS works, relevant
laws and procedures, and/or interest-based negotiation)
 Sending a delegation to a conference to learn how other groups
have dealt with related challenges
 Arranging for guest speakers to address the group
 Sharing and discussing articles about how other groups function
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To foster sponsoring entity collaborative capacity:
 Continuously convey leadership support for collaboration (e.g.,
Chief’s Award; spotlight accolades in e-newsletter)
 Invest in collaborative capacity building at the USFS regional level
 When a unit initiates a collaborative process, assign a dedicated
project manager who is a seasoned collaborator, has access to
the necessary time, funds, contractor support, and management
ear for as-needed coaching, as well as knowledge to select an
appropriately-skilled process manager
 Equip managers to select an appropriately-skilled process
manager
 Take the CFLR Program to scale to achieve the full benefits
afforded by the landscape-scale approach to forest resource
management (especially reduced risk of wildfire)
 Develop user-friendly ways to document return on investment in
collaboration to inform sponsoring and participating
organizations’ investment strategies

Table 2 (continued)
#
CONCLUSIONS REGARDING COLLABORATIVE
CAPACITY BUILDING STRATEGIES (RQ2)
B.
See above.
(cont’d)

C.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
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To foster sponsoring entity collaborative capacity (continued):
 Establish a collaboration-related research program to explore
targeted topics (See Figure 49)
 Inventory and publicize “how-to” resources
 Provide a guidebook of techniques that field personnel have used
effectively which colleagues may choose to draw upon
 Establish a unit-specific collaboration resource center and point
person
Of the above nine collaborative capacities, trustIf focusing on nine collaborative capacities is overwhelming, start
building is the most critical due to: a) the necessity with the ability to foster trust as the focal lens, given the central role
of trust in order to align around a single focus; and of trust in aligning around a shared focus and thus, realizing the
b) the fact that distrust was identified as the single unique benefits of landscape-scale collaboration. For example, this
biggest obstacle to conflicts that arise during
might take the form of: a) trainings for individual collaborators in
landscape-scale collaboration.
topics such as the different types of trust, what contributes to trust,
and what impedes it; managing expectations so one doesn’t overpromise; b) making time on the agenda of a collaborative stakeholder
group meeting to reflect on the group’s operating protocols and
whether they effectively support trust-building; c) piloting a
promotion track for USFS personnel that does not require geographic
rotations, thus protecting relationships that are key to an ongoing
collaborative process; d) strengthening accountability regarding the
use of the USFS “handover memo” when such rotations are
unavoidable; and e) implementing the 2012 USDA/USFS
recommendations to the Secretary of Agriculture pertaining to
working with American Indian and Native Alaskan people on
protection of sacred sites.

Table 2 (continued)
#
CONCLUSIONS REGARDING COLLABORATIVE
CAPACITY BUILDING STRATEGIES (RQ2)
D. Successful collaboration carries with it a selfreinforcing quality.
E.

To leverage the self-reinforcing quality of
successful landscape-scale collaboration, align
the resources of all four spheres—individual,
constituent group, collaborative stakeholder
group, and sponsoring organization—to
maximize the likelihood that the individual
collaborators will be successful “at the table”
(i.e., in developing a work product that advances
the interests of the whole collaborative
stakeholder group). Managers should not underestimate the support needed for success.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Invest in supporting the effectiveness of each individual representative to
contribute his or her best to the joint work product of the collaborative
stakeholder group.
 Align institutional arrangements to support the use of collaboration—
particularly supporting the development of the nine collaborative
capacities that reflect the unique characteristics of landscape-scale
collaboration. Use each of the nine as a lens through which to focus
and fine-tune the overall collaborative capacity-building system.
 Provide training and coaching for personnel of sponsoring agencies
and constituent groups in how to budget for, fund, and obtain
necessary support for collaborative processes (e.g., technical
consultants; process support) so that participation can be sustained
over time. (See the “Policy Implications” section for related
suggestions.)
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Table 2 (continued)
#
CONCLUSIONS REGARDING COLLABORATIVE
CAPACITY BUILDING STRATEGIES (RQ2)
F. Experiential learning is the most compelling
capacity-building strategy. Yet landscape-scale
collaboration is a complex, challenging, and
“advanced” form of collaboration; thus, would-be
collaborators should acquire experience with
collaboration in simpler contexts first.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS







Design new, exciting ways to support personnel through
experiential learning such as “grand rounds” at the forest or
regional level. (See Figure 48 for more examples.) Tailor them to
cohorts of personnel with different attitudes toward risk (e.g., early
adopters, mid-adopters, late adopters). Reward those who are
willing to mentor others, and equip them to do so effectively.
Evaluate how the Collaboration Cadre is working / refine model if
needed; resource it to enable “taking it to scale”; better publicize
its availability. Use it to catalyze collaboration and then provide
third party neutrals where desired to support follow-through.
Create a webpage to spotlight employees’ collaborative
accomplishments along with contact information, so that
colleagues can seek them out to help with subsequent challenges.
Develop a “difficulty” framework for collaborative processes to
help personnel identify opportunities to start their hands-on
learning process with more straightforward versions of
collaboration.
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Table 2 (continued)
#
CONCLUSIONS REGARDING COLLABORATIVE
CAPACITY BUILDING STRATEGIES (RQ2)
G. Collaboration is not a good fit for every situation or
every individual. Collaborative capacity-building
strategies should reflect an understanding that
collaboration is one management approach among
many. Managers should equip would-be
collaborators with the knowledge and skills to make
a thoughtful decision on whether a particular
situation is amenable to collaboration. In addition,
collaboration should not be forced on those who do
not wish to participate in it. While all employees
should have opportunities to acquire collaborative
skills if desired, managers should focus their
proactive efforts to cultivate collaborative capacity
on those with a forte for collaboration and an
inclination to use this approach.
H. Those who have participated in successful
collaboration tend to seek out subsequent
collaboration challenges that will stretch their minds
and skills. This phenomenon should be leveraged
and magnified.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS






Develop and widely disseminate a tool for managers to use in
assessing whether a particular situation is amenable to
collaboration
Create and publicize mechanisms by which personnel can acquire
experience (e.g., virtual bulletin board)
Help managers develop capacity to discern which of their
employees have the forte/inclination toward collaboration
Connect any interested staff member with a mentor, access to
“how-to” resources, and access to a peer learning network

Convene pool of internal collaboration mentors to sensitize them to
the “collaboration alumni” phenomenon and elicit their help in
designing a mechanism for connecting alumni with the next
stimulating opportunity to stretch their collaboration skills.
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A ―landscape‖ in the context of the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration (CFLR)
Act must be at least 50,000 acres in size. Collaborating on a landscape scale involves convening ―the
appropriate people with the best available information to address land-related issues that cut across
multiple jurisdictions, sectors, and disciplines‖ (McKinney & Johnson, 2009, p. 8). Also referred to
as ―large landscape collaboration,‖ it is generally understood to focus on forest restoration, as
distinct from place-based collaboration, which typically involves management for a broader range of
resources uses. While CFLR Program participants look across the lay of the land and take many
factors into consideration in defining the boundaries of the forest landscapes they will work on
together, the strongest driver is the scale of the ecosystem they seek to restore.
There are five characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration that set it apart from other
forms of collaboration. These include: 1) The high degree of scientific uncertainty; 2) The
opportunity to work at a scale appropriate to the ecological systems collaborators are trying to
restore; 3) A unique link between investing in relationships and making efficient progress; 4) The
function of landscape-scale collaboration as a ―sweet spot‖ for achieving impact due to participant
knowledge, commitment, political assistance, and efficiencies of scale; and 5) The use of selfgovernance mechanisms. The three most compelling benefits of landscape-scale collaboration are
the efficiency of scale that it offers for getting desired results, its potential for profoundly restorative
transformations on multiple levels, and its ability to function as a conflict prevention, collaborative
problem-solving, and/or conflict resolution forum.
To achieve the full potential of landscape-scale collaboration, there are nine challenges that
must be met. These include: 1) Obtaining appropriate stakeholder representation; 2) Establishing
self-governance mechanisms; 3) Obtaining necessary resources; 4) Obtaining skilled process
assistance; 5) Obtaining the information necessary to understand the landscape and navigate the high
degree of scientific uncertainty effectively; 6) Getting stakeholders aligned around shared focus; 7)
Obtaining the buy-in of those not at the table; 8) Translating agreements onto the ground; and 9)
Preparing for the threat of litigation. Collaboration is not a good fit for every situation. Therefore, a
fundamental ―collaborative capacity‖ is the ability to assess whether a given situation is amenable to
collaboration.
The unique challenges associated with landscape-scale collaboration require certain
collaborative capacities at each of 4 levels—sponsoring entity, collaborative stakeholder group,
constituent group, and individual collaborator (see Figures 3 and 28). Successful collaboration
carries with it a self-reinforcing quality. To leverage that phenomenon, all 4 of the above levels
should align to enable individuals at the table to contribute their best toward the goal of developing a
work product that the whole collaborative stakeholder group supports.
Because landscape-scale collaboration is a complex, challenging, and ―advanced‖ form of
collaboration, would-be collaborators ideally acquire experience with collaboration in simpler
contexts first. A myriad of skills, types of knowledge, and character traits combine to equip an
individual to be an effective participant in landscape-scale collaboration. Those participants who
gain experience with simpler forms of collaboration first bring many pertinent competencies to
landscape-scale collaboration acquired through that earlier experience.
As such an individual prepares to participate in this more advanced form of collaboration,
there are nine collaborative capacities to cultivate in order to excel in this new arena because they
directly reflect the unique characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration. These include:

Figure 44. Theory: ―Landscape-scale collaborative capacity-building‖.
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Figure 44 (continued).
1) assessing whether collaboration is appropriate; 2) collaborative leadership (including obtaining
necessary resources and process help); 3) choosing and tailoring self-governance mechanisms; 4)
skilled process management; 5) obtaining information to understand the landscape and navigate
scientific uncertainty; 6) representing one‘s constituency; 7) fostering trust among collaborators; 8)
translating agreements onto the ground; and 9) preparing for the risk of litigation.
Of the above nine competencies, the ability to foster trust during the collaborative process
is the most critical. Because of the central role of trust in aligning around a shared focus, trust is
essential for realizing the unique benefits of landscape-scale collaboration. Trust between self and
other participants in the collaborative process is important, as is trust between the participants and
those observing from outside the collaborative process.
Not everyone is comfortable with participating in a landscape-scale collaborative process,
nor interested in developing related competencies. The full potential of landscape-scale collaboration
is most likely to be reached if representatives participate voluntarily. Thus, proactive efforts to
cultivate collaborative capacity are best focused on those with the forte and inclination toward
collaboration, while giving other employees the opportunity to acquire collaboration skills if desired.
The range of collaborative capacity building strategies for the individual collaborator
include: going out into the field and learning together with co-collaborators ―standing on a stump,‖
documenting how your own collaborative process works and jointly reflecting on that with cocollaborators periodically; mentoring; partnering with a ―wing person‖ seeking to learn and practice
similar skills; training; in-house practice; written guidance and ―how-to‖ materials; practical tools;
conferences; and a myriad of other ways of ―learning by doing‖ with co-collaborators. Experiential
learning is the most compelling capacity-building strategy.
Strategies that collaborative stakeholder groups can use to build their participants‘
collaborative capacities include arranging for joint training in interest-based negotiation, particularly
helpful at the time that a landscape-scale collaborative process is initiated. Throughout the process,
the process manager can be transparent about the reasons for various process decisions. Participants
can serve as work group leaders, co-chair or chair the umbrella group, and work closely with the
process manager and steering committee to chart the path forward together. Outside speakers can
address the group, sharing lessons learned in other collaborative processes. Participants also can gain
such insights by attending conferences; annually, they can reflect together on how their process is
working and identify ways to enhance it.
Collaborative capacity-building strategies that leaders of both sponsoring organizations and
constituent groups can use to help their personnel develop collaborative capacities include:
conveying that leaders‘ value collaborative approaches; encouraging staff to seek out and participate
in an existing collaborative to begin to get experience; providing staff with explicit permission and
encouragement to use collaborative approaches, including experimenting with what works without
fear of penalties if they fall short of desired results; authorizing the time and travel needed to
participate in collaborative processes; making time to engage intellectually with staff who are
participating in collaborative processes regarding challenges and strategies they might want to
pursue; hiring individuals with ―people skills‖; noticing, amplifying, and refining employees‘ innate
collaborative strengths; funding the use of collaborative processes; institutionalizing collaboration in
a way that is illuminated by personal experience and passion (e.g., by integrating it into position
descriptions and hiring interview questions, writing it into business operations, and rewarding
personnel who use it effectively through promotions and awards); creating opportunities for staff to
learn from other organizations and collaborative processes; and encouraging staff to harvest lessons
learned from their collaborative experiences and to bring those experiences to bear on the next one
in an adaptive management mode. Those who have participated in successful collaboration tend to
seek out subsequent collaboration challenges that will stretch their minds and skills. Those seeking
to cultivate collaborative capacity can maximize capacity-building results by embracing, leveraging
and magnifying this phenomenon.
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In essence, this theory: a) defines landscape-scale collaboration (in the context of
forest resource management); b) explains why one would use this approach to managing
forest resources; c) describes the capacities needed to do it well; and d) illuminates
strategies for acquiring those capacities. These components reinforce each other, as can
be seen in Figure 45. One needs to understand the phenomenon in order to understand
why you would use this approach and what capacities are needed to master the
phenomenon. One needs to know the capacities that are required in order to devise
strategies for developing them. By pursuing those capacity-development strategies, one
further understands the phenomenon of landscape-scale collaboration.

A.
WHAT IS
LANDSCAPESCALE
COLLABORATIO
N?

D.
B.

HOW TO
DEVELOP THOSE
CAPACITIES

WHY DO IT?

C.
CAPACITIES
NEEDED TO DO
IT

Figure 45. Landscape-scale collaborative capacity building theory: Basic components.

A. LANDSCAPE SCALE COLLABORATION: WHAT IS IT?
--5 unique characteristics
(include opportunity to work at scale of ecological
systems targeted for restoration & counter-intuitive
link between investing in relationships & achieving
efficiencies of scale)

B. LANDSCAPE SCALE COLLABORATION: WHY DO
IT?
3 major benefits
--Impact, via efficiencies of scale
--Potential for ecological, social, economic, &
personal healing
--Conflict prevention/problem solving/conflict
resolution forum

--Key challenge: Building the trust that enables
collaborators to align behind a shared focus

D. LANDSCAPE SCALE COLLABORATION: STRATEGIES
FOR DEVELOPING THOSE CAPACITIES
Key strategy: Experiential learning, along with cocollaborators, e.g.:
--“Standing on a stump”
--Mentoring
--In-house practice
--Co-facilitating
--Documenting one’s own
process / jointly reflecting
on it with co-collaborators

C. LANDSCAPE SCALE COLLABORATION: WHAT DOES
IT TAKE TO DO IT?
Specific collaborative capacities at 4 levels
--Individual
--Constituent group
--Collaborative stakeholder
--Sponsoring entity
group
All 4 levels aligned:
to enable the individual collaborator to contribute
his/her best to joint work product
Key collaborative capacity:
trust-building
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Figure 46. Landscape-scale collaborative capacity-building theory diagrammed.
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Assessing This Theoretical Work Product
The appropriate approach for assessing a theoretical research product is one that
reflects the particular research methodology used in the study, according to Corbin and
Strauss (1990), while still honoring the classical scientific canons—i.e., significance,
alignment of theory and observation, generalizability, consistency, reproducibility,
precision, and verification (pp. 4-9). While from a positivist perspective, theory should
explain and predict, from an interpretive perspective, theory should help us to understand;
interpretive theories seek to illuminate ―patterns and connections‖ and to ―bring
meanings into view‖ (Charmaz, 2011, p. 126, 129).
Corbin and Strauss explain that there are four considerations in assessing the
value of a research publication that seeks to ―generate, elaborate, or ‗test‘ a theory‖
(1990, p. 16). These include: 1) The validity, reliability, and credibility of the data (Le
Compte & Goetz, 1982; Guba, 1981; Kidder, 1981; Kirk & Miller, 1985; Miles &
Huberman, 1984; Sandelowski, 1986, all as cited in Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p. 16); 2)
the plausibility and value of the theory; 3) the adequacy of the research process; and 4)
the empirical basis of the research findings.
Corbin and Strauss (1990) offer two complementary sets of criteria to evaluate the
―plausibility and value‖ of grounded theory research publications (as distinct from the
associated data or theories (pp. 16-19). One set of criteria focuses on the adequacy of the
research process and the other on the empirical grounding of the research findings. Using
these two sets of criteria together, the reviewer can assess ―under what conditions the
theory might fit with ‗reality,‘ convey understanding, and prove useful in practical and
theoretical terms‖ (p. 20).
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While the PI of the present dissertation study pursued an interpretive and
constructivist research framework, Corbin and Strauss (as cited in Charmaz, 2011, p.
127) reflect a blend of interpretive and positivist values in their definition of theory. They
define theory as ―a set of well-developed concepts related through statements of
relationship, which together constitute an integrated framework that can be used to
explain or predict phenomena‖ (p. 127). Whereas an interpretive scholar seeks to
illuminate understanding, Corbin and Strauss reflect a positivist bent in seeking to
explain and predict. While interpretive scholars embrace the researcher‘s ―imaginative
understanding of the studied phenomena‖ (Charmaz, 2011, p. 126), Corbin and Strauss
only reluctantly accept the inevitability of the researcher‘s perceptual filters (as cited in
Charmaz, 2011, p. 127).
Thus, the evaluative approach offered by Charmaz (2011) is a better fit for the
research methodology used in this dissertation research (pp. 181-183). Charmaz asserts
that a grounded theory study should be a ―conceptual analysis of patterned relationships.‖
The present dissertation research is exactly that. The PI has constructed a framework for
deepening our understanding of the concepts of ―landscape-scale collaboration‖ and
pertinent ―collaborative capacity-building strategies.‖ Examples of the building blocks of
this framework include unique benefits and challenges associated with landscape-scale
collaboration, the function and sources of conflict in landscape-scale collaboration, levels
at which collaborative capacities are needed, types of collaborative capacities, strategies
for building collaborative capacity, and strategies for resolving conflict. The PI has
constructed this framework by analyzing the insights of practitioners of landscape-scale
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collaboration as they pertain to the dynamics of relationships among collaborators in such
processes.
Charmaz further asserts that a substantive grounded theory (such as this one)
should be situated in its particular context, allowing fellow scholars to compare this study
with other studies, with an eye toward eventually developing a formal theory (one that
applies across numerous contexts). The PI has indeed situated this study in a particular
context—that of forest resource management conducted under the auspices of the US
Forest Service‘s Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program. She has further
situated the context in which she collected data by describing the bureaucratic, social, and
economic settings for this program, and specifying what subset of the program she
examined (e.g., the ten projects funded in the first year of the program). The PI offers
further particulars of the research context in her detailed description of the data collection
methods through which she interacted with study participants, and how her own
background as a facilitator in this milieu influenced her style of interacting with them and
the insights that emerged.
Charmaz emphasizes four central criteria for assessing a grounded theory study.
These include credibility, originality, resonance, and usefulness. The present study
illustrates each of these qualities as is demonstrated below.
To convey what she means by ―credibility,‖ Charmaz poses a series of questions
to use in exploring the degree to which: a) a study reaches ―intimate familiarity‖ with its
topic; b) sufficient data are collected, and in sufficient depth and breadth, to warrant the
conclusions; and c) the researcher made systematic comparisons between observations
and between categories, and drew upon logic to build from data through analysis to
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conclusions. Finally, she asks if the researcher has enabled his or her readers to formulate
their own assessments of the researchers‘ work, resulting in their agreement with the
researcher‘s conclusions.
In this case, due to her professional background, the researcher entered the study
with intimate familiarity with the topic, which was immeasurably deepened through indepth analysis of the 13 interview and nine focus group transcripts generated during data
collection. The PI read over 1,000 pages of transcripts multiple times and conducted each
transcript to three rounds of systematic coding, using constant comparison and theoretical
sampling. The emergent theory embodies explicit links to the three primary research
questions; the logic used to construct the theory has been detailed throughout, and is
evident

in

the

organization

of

the

findings,

discussion,

conclusions,

and

recommendations.
To convey what she means by assessing the originality of a grounded theory
study, Charmaz (2011) asks the researcher to reflect on whether the categories
constructed by the researcher are fresh and offer new insights, and whether the analysis
offers new conceptual understandings (p. 182). She suggests reflecting upon the
significance of the work from social and theoretical perspectives, and on the extent to
which the new grounded theory engages and extends ―current ideas, concepts, and
practices.‖
The numerous categories that the PI constructed from the transcripts studied for
this dissertation were fresh and emerged organically directly from the raw data.
Examining possible relationships between categories enabled the PI to use categories as
building blocks for new ―concepts‖ (see Figure 2) and then to diagram the relationships
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between these concepts to tell a new story (see Figure 46). The story is about what it
means to collaborate at the landscape-scale on forest resource management, what
challenges are entailed, why the benefits make it worth rising to the challenge(s), and
strategies to help do that.
The new theory builds upon a significant volume of gray literature of the ―best
practices‖ ilk, and fills a yawning gap in primary research on both landscape-scale
collaboration and collaborative capacity-building strategies. At the time this dissertation
research was initiated, the PI could find no peer-reviewed literature addressing any of the
three research questions. Thus, the study offers a major contribution to the theoretical
literature on landscape-scale collaboration and collaborative capacity-building strategies.
It newly identifies four inter-related arenas where collaborative capacities are needed for
successful landscape-scale collaboration (the individual, the constituent group, the
collaborative stakeholder group, and the sponsoring entity), specific capacities needed at
each level, and which of those capacities are uniquely important at the landscape scale. It
also offers fresh insight on where to focus agency investments in collaborative capacity
building. This study represents a well-situated substantive theory, which itself is available
to become a building block by which this PI and/or others can potentially construct a
formal theory about landscape-scale collaboration as it applies to the management of an
array of natural resources.
The social significance of this work is discussed in the introduction to this study.
Overall, the study helps to enable collaborative capacity building for landscape-scale
collaboration on forest resource management. Doing so is of great social and economic
significance because landscape-scale collaboration offers a promising approach for
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building agreement on where and how to reduce the excess woody debris that fuels
catastrophic wildfires, restoring balance to forest ecosystems, and creating jobs in rural
communities that were devastated by the timber wars of the 1980s and 1990s. The
opportunity not only to make progress on these vitally important objectives, but to do it
with the economies of scale, is particularly important in this era of fiscal austerity in the
federal sector.
Resonance is the next evaluation criterion suggested by Charmaz (2011) for
assessing the merits of a new grounded theory (pp. 182-183). To stimulate the evaluator‘s
thinking, she asks if the categories reflect the ―fullness‖ of the phenomenon studies, and
whether the study has illuminated concepts whose meanings were previously taken for
granted. She also indicates that ―resonance‖ would embrace linkages between institutions
and individuals, where revealed by the data. Resonance is also reflected in the reaction of
study participants with whom results are shared—i.e., do they find that the results make
sense to them and offer them deeper insights about their experiences?
This study generated a far more multi-dimensional theory than the PI had
anticipated. For example, in addressing the question, ―What is unique about collaborating
at the landscape scale,‖ the PI had to undertake theoretical sampling to illuminate how
study participants defined their ―landscapes‖—which in turn had many facets to it. The
study shone a light on taken-for-granted meanings at several levels. For example, senior
managers at the Forest Service have mentioned to the PI that the phrase, ―collaborative
capacity building,‖ has become over-used; thus, the overall study focused on illuminating
a phenomenon whose meaning had become taken for granted. The study revealed many
new elements and dynamics that comprise this phenomenon, such as four different levels
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at which capacities are needed and what specific capacities are needed at each level. It
also added depth to our understanding of the competencies that comprise ―collaborative
capacities.‖
The study also reveals linkages between institutions and individuals. The overall
phenomenon has to do with this topic—i.e., how individuals can effectively represent
stakeholder organizations or sectors, and together influence the decisions and actions of
institutions responsible for forest management. Another example of how the study
illuminated linkages between institutions and individuals is the inter-relationship
described between the four levels at which collaborative capacities are needed—i.e.,
individual, constituent group, collaborative stakeholder group, and sponsoring agency.
Study participants enthusiastically affirmed the results of this dissertation research
when the PI convened a ―member check‖ conference call/webinar to share preliminary
results in the spring of 2014. They affirmed study results regarding what makes
landscape-scale collaboration unique compared to collaborating at other scales. They
concurred with findings regarding the challenges associated with landscape-scale
collaboration on forest resource management, and suggested three additional ones
(discussed elsewhere in this document). They also affirmed the concept of collaborative
capacity being needed at four levels—that of the individual collaborator, that of the
constituent group, that of the collaborative stakeholder group, and that of the sponsoring
entity—and urged more emphasis on cultivating collaborative capacity at the regional
level to foster internal cohesion. Study participants affirmed the continual need for
training and suggested three additional types of experience-based collaborative capacity
building strategies. They also suggested including a glossary and a list of sources for
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collaborative capacity building assistance. Finally, they urged the PI to produce a lay
version of the dissertation and ensure it reaches those who run the Forest Service
leadership programs.
The final evaluative criterion for grounded theory as suggested by Charmaz is
usefulness (2011, p. 183). Here, she queries whether the study is of practical value to
people going about their everyday lives. She asks whether the findings are generic, and if
so, whether the PI has looked deeper to identify implications. She asks whether the
research can catalyze further studies, how the work contributes to humanity‘s knowledge
base, and how it will contribute to making the world a better place.
The theory emerging from the present study is quite concrete and practical, rather
than generic. It will help the Forest Service support landscape-scale collaboration as a
way of achieving tangible results in restoring forest ecosystems, reducing the risk of
wildfire, and creating jobs in communities where they are badly needed. The data
collected for this study is voluminous and itself could readily yield numerous additional
analyses. It points the way to follow-up work that this PI or others might wish to
undertake to extend these findings. One very powerful form that this could take would be
additional grounded theory research to produce substantive theory on landscape-scale
collaboration to manage other kinds of natural resources, to support the eventual
construction of a formal theory applicable across resources. The following sections offer
more fine-grained reflections on how this study contributes to knowledge, and suggests
policy recommendations to translate the findings from this study into action.
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Theoretical Implications for the Field of Conflict Analysis and Resolution
This study will contribute to the field of conflict resolution in a number of ways.
It confirms the direct relationship between collaboration and conflict resolution—
spotlighting the fact that conflict is frequently (though not always) the catalyst for
collaboration. (The other primary driver for collaboration is a sense of opportunity to
achieve something that cannot be achieved any other way.) It reinforces earlier work
suggesting that collaboration can be seen as both a conflict prevention and conflict
resolution strategy (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000, pp. 18-19, 33-34), as well as a problemsolving venue. Wondolleck and Yaffee make the point that alternative dispute resolution
is not meant to replace conventional public policy decision-making processes, but to
serve as an adjunct to them. This study suggests that, in the context of the Forest
Service‘s CFLR Program and the 2012 Planning Rule, the agency is seeking to integrate
landscape-scale collaboration into those ―conventional‖ public policy decision-making
processes.
The central research questions driving this study are: 1) What is unique about
collaborating at the landscape-scale; 2) What are the implications of that answer to
Question 1 for organizational strategies for collaborative capacity building; and 3) What
is the relationship between landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and conflict
resolution? Thus, in addition to producing primary data about fundamental relationships
between collaboration, conflict, conflict prevention, and conflict resolution, this study
deepens conflict resolution scholars‘ understanding of one particular application of
collaboration—i.e., for purposes of addressing landscape-scale forest management

286
challenges. It will help scholars discern distinctions between this application of
collaboration and others, such as:


Collaboration at different scales, such as national (a larger scale) or projectlevel (a smaller scale); or



Collaboration to address different types of natural resource management
challenges, such as water resources management rather than forest resources
management.

This study also helps advance two relatively new and fertile directions of study
for conflict resolution scholars—i.e., how to help: 1) whole agencies; and 2) collaborative
stakeholder groups as a whole strengthen their respective collaborative capacities to
support their personnel in working productively together ―at the table‖ (avoiding
unnecessary conflict and resolving it constructively when it does arise). There is much
literature about building the collaboration and conflict resolution skills of individuals, but
relatively little about building and institutionalizing these capacities at the organizational
level. In addition, there is much literature about capacity building in other contexts (such
as the international development and nation-building context), but very little literature
about the nexus between capacity-building and collaboration.
Policy Implications
The USDA/FS has contracted with the PI to produce several follow-up products
to this dissertation (separate from, but complementarity to it) to enable USDA/FS policy
makers and collaboration practitioners to make expeditious use of the emerging findings
from this study. These include writing a briefing paper on findings from this study and
presenting it orally; and developing recommendations for the USDA/FS regarding the
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implications of this study for the agency. This section offers those recommendations for
the Forest Service.
Respondents collectively identified landscape-scale collaboration as a powerful
approach for melding science, policy, and stakeholder values to effectively guide forest
resource management involving restoration of large-scale ecological functions. Five
characteristics set it apart from other forms of collaboration. These include: 1) the high
degree of scientific uncertainty; 2) the opportunity to work at a scale appropriate to the
ecological systems collaborators are trying to restore; 3) a unique link between investing
in relationships and making efficient progress; 4) the ―sweet spot‖ in terms of participant
knowledge, commitment, political assistance, and efficiencies of scale; and 5) the need
for self-governance mechanisms.
Landscape-scale collaboration is quite a complex undertaking. It presents nine
central challenges that must be addressed for participants to maximize their results. These
include: 1) engaging legitimate and capable stakeholder representatives in the core
collaborative dialogue; 2) choosing and tailoring self-governance mechanisms; 3)
obtaining the resources to support the collaborative process, including implementation of
its results; 4) coordinating the efforts of stakeholders through a social process that makes
their efforts manageable, which helps preclude ―participatory fatigue‖; 5) gathering the
information necessary to understand the landscape and navigate risk and uncertainty; 6)
aligning collaborators behind a shared focus; 7) securing the buy-in of in-house
colleagues and external decision-makers not ―at the table‖ such as NOAA or FWS; 8)
translating landscape-scale agreements into implementation; and 9) weathering potential
litigation.
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Capacities are needed at four levels to completely equip collaborators to achieve
the full potential of their joint undertaking. The most central form of collaborative
capacity is that embodied by individual collaborators—i.e., their knowledge, skills,
abilities, attitudes, and behaviors. The other three forms of collaborative capacity—the
functions fulfilled by the constituent group (e.g., providing data, strategic input, and trust
in its representative), the collaborative stakeholder group as a whole (e.g., through selfgovernance mechanisms), and the policies, systems, and structures of the sponsoring
organization, where there is one (e.g., the Forest Service in this case)—ideally align to
support the individual participant‘s ability to effectively contribute to the collaborative
endeavor.
Focusing on one unique aspect of the landscape-scale collaboration experience
may help to illustrate what is meant by aligning these four levels of collaborative capacity
behind the individual collaborator. For example, as has been previously discussed, one
challenge associated with this form of collaboration is obtaining the information needed
to understand the landscape and navigate scientific uncertainty; this pertains to the sheer
size of a ―landscape‖ and the challenge of ―wrapping the human mind‖ around all that it
contains.
A. Associated individual-level collaborative capacities might include: having a frame
of reference for what the landscape might contain (e.g., from ecological, cultural,
and socio-economic points of view); being familiar with possible sources of
information for learning what the landscape actually contains (e.g., reference
texts, people with whom to talk, maps and how to read them, how to traverse the
back-country to go and see for oneself); knowing how to obtain the help of
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technical experts; analytical skills to interpret available data; and communication
skills to work with fellow stakeholders in jointly discerning the implications of
the data.
B. Imagine that a member of the Sierra Club is ―at the table.‖ In this context, the
Sierra Club would be a ―constituent group‖ because it is fielding a representative.
For the Sierra Club‘s collaborative capacity-building strategies to be aligned to
support individual success with respect to the competencies referenced in ―A‖
above, they might have hiring policies that recruit people with knowledge of
ecological or cultural resources and with good communication skills; they might
ensure that all their employees know how to read maps and compasses. They
might keep a list of respected technical experts, and they might have networking
events so that their staff members know who to turn to when they have certain
kinds of questions.
C. The collaborative stakeholder group would be the umbrella group of stakeholders
working together to address selected forest resource management challenges on a
particular landscape; this is the ―table‖ at which the Sierra Club representative
sits, along with approximately 30 other stakeholders from diverse organizations.
For the collaborative stakeholder group‘s capacity-building strategies to be
aligned to support individual success with respect to the competencies referenced
in ―A‖ above, participants might work together to identify the questions they have
about the landscape, the information they need in order to answer those questions,
and a strategy for collecting, analyzing, and interpreting that information. They
might ask: 1) their facilitator to help them identify and select from among

290
candidate technical experts so that the one they chose would be credible to all of
them; 2) the agency‘s project manager to contract for the services of that technical
expert; and 3) their facilitator to work with the technical expert to organize a
series of presentations and field trips for the collaboration stakeholder group to
help them understand the landscape they seek to manage.
D. In this case, the sponsoring agency would be the Forest Service. For the agency‘s
collaborative capacity-building strategies to be aligned to support individual
success with respect to the competencies referenced in ―A‖ above, the agency
might: 1) offer project managers training in how to obtain the services of outside
technical experts; 2) have hiring policies that recruit individuals familiar with and
knowledgeable about the landscapes on which they will work and individuals
with strong communication and collaboration skills; 3) have a library of reference
materials pertaining to the landscapes under the particular unit‘s jurisdiction; and
4) ensure that all its employees know how to use a map and compass.
Recommendations. There are a vast number of ―moving parts‖ involved in
collaborating at the landscape-scale on forest resource management, and study
participants identified numerous strategies for building collaborative capacity, primarily
focusing on the level of the individual. The recommendations that follow address
strategies for fostering collaborative capacity at four levels—the individual collaborator,
the constituent group, the collaborative stakeholder group, and the sponsoring entity.
Each of these four levels has something to contribute to the development of the nine
collaborative capacities that reflect the unique qualities of landscape-scale collaboration.
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Most study participants had acquired their own collaborative capacities largely by
learning through experience. While acknowledging the availability today of a rich array
of learning strategies (including, for example, many training courses and ―how-to‖
literature), they still found experience to be the most compelling way to develop one‘s
collaborative competencies. This conclusion is reinforced by Getha-Taylor (2008), who
found that the most critical collaborative competency is interpersonal understanding, and
that it can only be gained by experience.
Therefore, the recommendations below focus on ways to support collaborators in
developing or strengthening relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities, and exercising
conscious control over their attitudes and behaviors. Many (if not all) of the individual
collaborative capacities enumerated earlier in this document can be expected to be
relevant to all forms of collaboration, although perhaps heightened in the complexity of
landscape-scale collaboration. Due to the focus of this study, the PI concentrates on that
subset of individual collaborative capacities that are particularly important for success at
the landscape-scale (distinct from the project scale or national scale). However, the
recommendations go beyond individual learning strategies to address the development of
related collaborative capacities at the level of the constituent group, the collaborative
stakeholder group, and of the sponsoring organization (e.g., the Forest Service).
Individual Collaborative Capacities. The subset of individual-level collaborative
capacities that are likely to be particularly important for the success of landscape-scale
collaboration include:
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1. Assessing a situation to determine if collaboration is an appropriate approach
to dealing with the presenting challenges;10
2. Collaborative leadership11 (including assembling the resources needed to
support the collaborative effort and the ability to recognize and cultivate
pertinent abilities, attitudes, and behaviors in others);
3. Choosing and tailoring self-governance mechanisms;
4. Obtaining skilled process management;
5. Acquiring the information necessary to understand the landscape and make
good judgment calls in the face of high levels of scientific uncertainty.
Categories of relevant knowledge include: a) how the Forest Service works; b)
the landscape‘s ecological systems; c) one‘s fellow collaborators, including
relevant aspects of their cultural identities; d) relevant sideboards, such as
applicable laws; and e) political considerations affecting the path forward;
6. Representing one‘s constituency;
7. Trust-building;

10

Note that a 2008 GAO report identified the decision as to whether or not to participate in a collaborative
effort as a key challenge facing natural resource managers in the federal sector, and recommended
providing assessment tools to help managers meet this challenge.
11
Much has been written about collaborative leadership. Pertinent research discussed in the literature
review for the present study include Berlioux‘s 2008 study, which suggests that collaborative leadership is
influenced by leaders‘ traits, behaviors, methods of exerting power and influence, situational factors, and
the reciprocal relationship between leaders and followers, and that leaders need to understand collaboration
in order to lead it. Booher (2004) notes that collaborative leaders establish mechanisms through which
others can initiate collaboration, provide resources and political support, as well as facilitative leadership
(pp. 43-45). Donahue (2004) offers a tentative list of six collaborative leadership skills, including appraisal,
analysis, assignment, architecture, assessment, and adjustment (p. 8). Reisner (as cited in Kamensky, 2012)
identifies several key actions that will help government managers be transformational leaders in the era of
tight budgets; these include developing a compelling game plan that is aligned with the organization‘s
mission. It must be focused, with an effective ―innovation process.‖ Finally, the transformation must occur
strategically and in a sustainable manner. McKinney and Johnson (2009) suggest including collaborative
leadership capabilities in university curricula and other training programs and fostering philanthropy in this
arena (pp. 141-145).
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8. Translating agreements made at the landscape scale into on-the-groundprojects;
9. Preparing for the risk of litigation.
The most important target audience for collaborative capacity-building on the
above nine capacities would be a Forest Service employee who will be tasked with
serving as the project lead for a landscape-scale collaborative process. Note that this
individual spans the boundary between the ―individual‖ level and the ―collaborative
stakeholder group‖ level in which collaborative capacities reside. The project lead is
being asked to function in a ―meta‖ capacity, in which he/she must be an effective agency
representative, but also arrange for the collaborative capacities or functions needed to
support the success of the stakeholder group as a whole. This sophisticated task is one of
the reasons it is important that project leads already have collaboration experience. If
resource constraints limit the ability of the Forest Service to implement all policy
recommendations emerging from this dissertation, ensuring that the agency has strategies
in place to support project leads in acquiring the above nine capacities would be a good
initial focus.
Constituent Group Capacities. The collaborative capacities most central to the
constituent group‘s support for its representative at the table include: a) making time to
listen to progress reports from the representative; b) extending trust to the representative;
c) helping the representative determine whether and when to be patient and flexible, and
when to push for action; d) coordinating internally to provide cohesive and strategic input
to the representative; and e) providing data for use by the representative and cocollaborators.
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Study participants had less to say about collaborative capacity-building strategies
for constituent groups than for the other three levels at which collaborative capacity is
needed. This may indicate an area ripe for attention, where a relatively small investment
of resources could have a disproportionately positive impact on collaborative capacity.
Many negotiation trainings could be expected to at least allude to the above-referenced
collaborative capacities. Networking events should enable constituent group managers to
deepen their understanding of these capacities by learning from the experience of peer
organizations. It might behoove sponsoring entities to produce a tip sheet or guidance for
constituent groups sending representatives to participate in a collaborative process;
however, depending on baseline levels of trust between the sponsoring entities and such
constituent groups, guidance produced by the sponsoring entity might have varying levels
of credibility with the constituent groups. Possible strategies for use under such
circumstances could include: a) arranging for a negotiation training at the outset of the
collaborative process and asking the trainer to cover the above topics; b) gathering and
disseminating one or more articles on the topic produced by credible sources (perhaps
academics); and/or c) pointing representatives to a variety of sources of expertise on the
topic, enabling them to choose a source with which each is comfortable.
Collaborative Stakeholder Group Functions. By definition, the functions of the
collaborative stakeholder group as a whole should support the success of participating
collaborators. Yet, these functions do not come readily to mind when ―collaborative
capacity‖ is mentioned. Such functions include:
1. Staffing and governance;
2. Funding;
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3. Organizational culture;
4. Process management;
5. Constituent support for their representatives12; and
6. Scientific support and learning.
One common capacity-building strategy for collaborative stakeholder groups is
training (e.g., salient aspects of how the USFS works, relevant laws and procedures,
and/or interest-based negotiation). This could be especially useful for the group to
undergo at the outset of a collaborative endeavor to help develop shared understanding of
sideboards and a common vocabulary. The capacity of a stakeholder group can also be
strengthened by sending a delegation to a conference to learn how other groups have
dealt with related challenges. A similar result could be achieved by arranging for guest
speakers to address the group and/or by sharing and discussing articles about how other
groups function.
Sponsoring Organization’s Systems and Structures. Even more invisible than
the supporting functions of the collaborative stakeholder group are the organizational
systems and structures of the sponsoring entity, if there is one (in this case, the Forest
Service). The sponsoring entity often will have a much broader scope than the
management goals driving landscape-scale collaborative processes, even if the latter is
quite important to the sponsoring entity‘s mission. Thus, the sponsoring entity‘s

12

Recall that Cheng and Sturtevant‘s 2012 literature review on collaborative capacity in the community
context found that this phenomenon has four components: 1) the assets that the community has or can
access; 2) variables that either enable or impede the community‘s efforts to mobilize such assets; 3) the
process of harnessing those assets within a given set of ―institutional and relational contexts‖; and 4) the
outcomes (e.g., improved forest conditions). In a landscape-scale collaborative process, representatives
typically come from a variety of communities. Thus, in the context of the present study, their findings may
be thought of in the context of the assets that each representative can mobilize.
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collaborative capacities—in particular, personnel, agency leadership, institutional
arrangements, and research—typically need to serve many other purposes as well.
However, to the extent that the sponsoring entity has the decision space to modify its
systems and structures to align effectively behind landscape-scale collaboration, the
following strategies may prove helpful to the Forest Service in its role as sponsor of the
CFLR Program, its 23 landscape-scale collaborative processes, and future such processes
seeking to build on lessons learned in the CFLR Program:
1. To foster competency, create and publicize mechanisms by which personnel can
acquire experience. For example, this could take the form of a virtual ―bulletin
board‖ alerting colleagues of opportunities to observe collaborative events or
dynamics. It also could take the form of internal ―advertisements‖ for colleagues
interested in a detail to support a collaborative process. Both of these two methods
might benefit from the development of a simple conceptual framework to help
personnel identify the level of anticipated difficulty associated with any given
opportunity so that they can make good choices about where to engage. A third
possibility would be for forests and/or regions to hold occasional brown bags (on
site or virtual) based on the ―grand rounds‖ concept from medical school—i.e.,
affording colleagues the opportunity to learn from dynamics associated with a
particular case.
2. Maximize the likelihood that your personnel‟s experience with collaboration will
be a good one (as summarized in Figure 47).
a. The agency should help managers develop the capacity to discern which
of their employees have the forte for, and inclination toward, the use of
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collaboration. These are the individuals whose collaborative capacity
managers should proactively foster.
b. Equip personnel to assess whether a particular situation is amenable to
collaboration (e.g., by providing a 1-2 page analytic tool for their use).
c. Using the ―difficulty‖ framework referenced in #1 above, support
personnel in beginning their hands-on learning process by starting with
more modest versions of collaboration and working their way up.
d. When an organizational unit initiates a landscape-scale collaborative
process, assign a dedicated project manager; ensure that person already is
a seasoned collaborator, and has access to the necessary time, funds, and
contractor support. Give him or her management‘s ear for informal
coaching on an as-needed basis for the duration of the collaborative
process.
e. Given the importance of the process management role for success, the
manager should ensure that the project lead has the knowledge and skills
needed to select an appropriately-skilled process manager, or has access to
skilled assistance in making such a selection.
f. Connect any interested staff member with a mentor, access to ―how-to‖
resources, and access to a peer learning network for mutual
encouragement.
g. Evaluate how the Collaboration Cadre is working and refine the model if
needed (e.g., expand assistance to include helping develop collaboration
plans and monitoring results of such plans); resource the Cadre to enable
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―taking it to scale‖; better publicize its availability. Use it to catalyze
collaboration and then provide third party neutrals where desired to
support follow-through.
h. Inventory and publicize ―how-to‖ resources.
i. Provide a guidebook of techniques that Forest Service personnel have used
effectively that colleagues may choose to draw upon.
j. Reward those who are willing to mentor others, and equip them to do this
effectively.
k. Sensitize the pool of mentors to the likelihood that collaboration ―alumni‖
will seek out increasingly sophisticated ways to learn and apply
collaboration, and encourage the network of mentors to develop a system
for connecting alumni with the next stimulating opportunity.
l. Design new, exciting ways to support personnel in experiential learning
(see Figure 48), including:
 Together, from each other (e.g., shadowing a line officer to gain a
better understanding of his or her responsibilities and constraints or
a one-hour peer learning session as part of the standard monthly
agenda for landscape-scale collaborative meetings);
 From other stakeholders (e.g., opportunities to shadow an
experienced collaboration practitioner such as a co-chair of a
CFLR project);
 From supervisors, mentors, and advisors (1:1 in various modes;
grand rounds);
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 From their own past experience;
 From the experience of other collaborative stakeholder groups
facing similar challenges;
 From other agencies and organizations;
 For particular cohorts (e.g., District Rangers);
 For vertical teams of Line Officers within a Region;
 For the USFS team working on a particular project; and/or
 For a mixed stakeholder team working on a particular project.
Tailor strategies for different personnel cohorts with varying degrees of
comfort with risk (e.g., early adopters, mid-adopters, late adopters). In
addition, consider cultivating a ―community of practice‖ as a complement
to multi-stakeholder collaboration to maximize effectiveness in addressing
challenges that cross spatial, organizational, or temporal scales (Goldstein
& Butler, 2010).
m. Consider creating a webpage to spotlight employees‘ collaborative
accomplishments along with contact information, so that colleagues and
managers can seek them out to help with subsequent challenges.
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Develop managers‘ capacity to recognize employees with collaboration forte.
Equip managers to assess when / where collaboration is appropriate.
Help personnel gain experience with simpler forms of collaboration first.
Assign a dedicated project manager to each collaborative process – one with
collaboration experience and who can provide resources and advice.
Ensure the project lead can select an appropriately-skilled process manager.
Connect interested staff with mentors, ―how-to‖ resources, and a peer learning
network.
Evaluate, refine, and expand use of Collaboration Cadre, coupled with
facilitator support on follow-through.
Inventory and publicize ―how-to‖ resources.
Provide a guidebook of collaboration techniques.
Reward and train volunteer mentors.
Develop system for connecting collaboration alumni with their next
collaboration challenge.
Design new, exciting ways to support personnel‘s experiential learning.
Tailor collaborative capacity-building strategies for different personnel cohorts
with varying degrees of comfort with risk.
Consider cultivating a ―community of practice‖ as a complement to multistakeholder collaboration to maximize effectiveness in addressing challenges
that cross spatial, organizational, or temporal scales (Goldstein & Butler, 2010).
Publicize employees‘ collaborative accomplishments and contact information.

Figure 47. Fostering positive employee experience.
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Opportunities to learn:
 Together / from each other (e.g., shadowing a line officer to gain a better
understanding of his or her responsibilities and constraints or a one-hour peer
learning session as part of the standard monthly agenda for landscape-scale
collaborative meetings);
 From participating / other stakeholders (e.g., opportunities to shadow an
experienced collaboration practitioner such as a co-chair of a CFLR project;
 From supervisors / mentors / advisors (1:1 in various modes; grand rounds);
 From their own past experience;
 From the experience of other collaborative stakeholder groups facing similar
challenges;
 From other agencies and organizations;
 For particular cohorts (e.g., District Rangers);
 For vertical teams of Line Officers within a Region;
 For FS team working on a particular project;
 For mixed stakeholder team working on a particular project
 With a cohort that shares a certain degree of comfort with risk (e.g., early
adopters, mid-adopters, late adopters)
 Through a community of practice
Figure 48. Opportunities for experiential learning.
3. Provide collaborative stakeholder groups with access to the resources for
success. Such resources include a dedicated team leader with collaboration
experience, funding for process management and scientific support, permission to
spend time on collaboration and a way to account for that time, permission to
make mistakes, the intellectual engagement of managers, and management
support for consensus agreements that emerge from such processes. Provide
documentation of the array of approaches that other collaborative groups have
used successfully to master the challenges of landscape-scale collaboration.
4. Continue to convey leadership‟s support for collaboration. This could take the
form of a ―Chief‘s Award for Collaborative Results‖ and/or a regular ―spotlight‖
feature in an internal e-newsletter in which the Chief highlights excellent results
achieved through a collaborative process. Such an e-newsletter would enable
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management to publish occasional articles clarifying collaboration-related topics
on which personnel express confusion (e.g., the ―decision space‖ of the Forest
Service representative at the table).
5. Invest in collaborative capacity building at the regional level. The contributions
of both forest-level and regional leaders is essential to achieving vertical
alignment between line officers behind the messages carried to the negotiating
table. This is one of several areas where the agency can strengthen its
collaborative capacity, according to Burns and Cheng (2005) as well as study
participants. During the ―member check‖ call when study participants were
invited to comment on preliminary findings from this dissertation, they
underscored the importance of investing in collaborative capacity building at the
regional level as a way to make the biggest strides in enhanced internal cohesion.
6. Implement the 2012 USDA / USFS recommendations to the Secretary of
Agriculture pertaining to working with American Indian and Native Alaskan
people on protection of sacred sites. Virtually all of the recommendations in this
report to Secretary Vilsack represent capacity-building strategies for collaborating
on the landscape scale on the management of national forests. They include
recommendations that will help individual Forest Service employees strengthen
their respective capacities to understand American Indian and Native Alaskan
(AI/NA) people and their rights, what forest landscapes mean to their people, and
how best to factor their needs into the agency‘s forest stewardship approach.
7. Where possible, work to align institutional arrangements to support the use of
collaboration. Areas where attention might be warranted include educating
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managers about where they can find funds to support collaboration and perhaps
making it easier to do so (e.g., authorizing flexible use of certain funds);
providing flexibility in meeting performance targets where personnel are using
collaborative approaches to doing so, thus giving them the necessary time to
foster the trust that is necessary to maximize results; and more completely
integrating collaborative competencies throughout the personnel management
systems (e.g., hiring, promotion, and professional development). Data collected
for this study suggests that it would be particularly valuable to strengthen and
diffuse collaborative capacity in the Regional Offices; the comment was that the
current Chief and Regional Foresters are very supportive of the use of
collaboration to accomplish shared goals, but that this support does not
necessarily translate to other regional personnel (e.g., Partnership Coordinators
and Grants and Agreements staff).
Manring (1998) recommends a number of systems-oriented steps that the
Forest Service should take to encourage personnel to use alternative dispute
resolution to resolve forest plan challenges, with the intent of better balancing
benefits that accrue to the Agency from doing so with the costs that individual
staff members bear; her suggestions include: a) officially endorsing the use of
ADR in agency regulations; b) adjusting workloads to free up time for the agency
negotiators to focus on the ADR process; c) adjusting resource management
targets for accomplishments so that they reflect the time it takes to build
consensus; d) adjusting organizational award structures to provide recognition for
the effective use of ADR in resolving issues; e) investing in proactive consensus-
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building more frequently to avoid the escalation of conflict; and f) developing the
competencies necessary to work collaboratively internally as well (Manring,
1998, pp. 286-288).
8. Consider establishing a unit-specific collaboration resource center and point
person. The Forest Service is home to some very seasoned collaboration
practitioners. Yet, they are scattered in pockets in various units around the
country. In order to diffuse collaborative competencies throughout the agency‘s
workforce, a source of collaboration resources and advice should be readily
accessible to any employee considering using this approach. The idea of having a
physical collaboration resource center for each national forest builds on Miller‘s
2012 research; he suggested that a readily accessible and well-marked space for
in-person, face-to-face meetings and collaboration technology encourages
collaboration.
9. Take the CFLR Program to scale. In its first five years, the CFLR Program has
demonstrated that landscape-scale collaboration can generate remarkable
ecological, social, and economic benefits. In this era of fiscal austerity, it is
difficult to contemplate expanding any program. However, given the potential of
landscape-scale collaboration to reduce catastrophic wildfire and generate jobs in
rural communities, this is one that should be justifiable.
10. Develop user-friendly ways of documenting return on investments in
collaboration. Quantifying the ecological, economic, and social benefits derived
from effective landscape-scale collaboration is essential for justifying expanded
use of this approach.
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11. Establish a collaboration-related research program13 to explore targeted topics
such as:
a. How well the field is doing collaborating with tribes / opportunities to
strengthen this;
b. Best practices for drawing states and corporations into alignment with
collaborative efforts with which FS is involved (learning from State and
Private Forestry‘s experience working with states and private landowners);
c. Collaborative strategies and competencies for engaging youth;
d. Strategies and resources needed to sustain collaborative efforts once
launched.
e. Which collaborative approaches work best for them in various
circumstances? For example, are there regional differences?14
f. Where are the gaps in employee information, knowledge, or skills needed
to collaborate effectively under various circumstances?
Research Implications
O‘Leary and Vig (as cited in Kamensky, 2012b) identify the ten most important
issues facing the field of collaborative public management; of the ten, two focused on
research (p. 1). Their #9 was ―weaknesses in collaborative public management research‖

13

Note that USDA (2006c) recommends drawing upon sociology to inform efforts to remove barriers to
collaboration and build collaborative capacity.
14
Bates (2011) suggests that the primary strategies for improving integration of land and water
management differ in the western versus the eastern U.S. In the West, the emphasis is on securing
sufficient water supply to meet the needs of a growing population. In the East, the emphasis tends to be on
protecting water quality from the negative impacts of development. She calls for both ―water-conscious
land use planning‖ and ―community-conscious water planning.‖ Relatedly, Langridge (2008) emphasizes
the importance of tailoring collaborative strategies to different stakeholder groups‘ preferences for various
collaborative approaches, noting that the differing preferences can be due to varying regional, political,
geographic or scientific context.
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(p. 1); they called for research with more depth, and research that leads to an overarching theory rather than piecemeal research projects. Their #10 identified a ―missing
link between theory and practice‖ (p. 1); here they call for research that informs the
practice of collaborative public management, and mechanisms for harvesting knowledge
originating in practitioner experience in a way that contributes to scholarly research as
well as continual improvement to practice. The PI of the present study hopes that this
dissertation is responsive to both of these calls.
The PI would suggest eight categories of follow-up research (see Figure 49). The
first is to test this new theory regarding capacity-building strategies for landscape-scale
collaboration. There are a number of components of this theory that could be tested to
affirm, modify, or extend it. For example, such tests might compare the utility of various
collaborative capacity-building strategies based on this theory to determine which are
most effective. Another possible study could look at the experiences of landscape-scale
collaboration of those who have participated in ―failed‖ applications.
The second category of follow-up research would be to develop additional
substantive theories based on the same three research questions addressed in this study,
but in different contexts. Grounded theories may be either substantive or formal theories.
Substantive theories focus on a particular context; in this case, the context was forest
resource management. Formal theory applies to multiple contexts—for example, water
resource management, forest resource management, and rangeland management
(Charmaz, 2011, p. 8). A series of studies in different, but related, contexts must be
conducted in order to construct a formal theory applying across all these contexts. Thus,
the PI suggests that it would be very valuable for follow-up studies to repeat this study,
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looking at what is unique about landscape-scale collaboration in other related contexts,
such as those mentioned above. Alternatively, a series of similar studies could be
conducted looking at forest resource management as did this study, but through programs
sponsored by federal agencies other than the Forest Service.
 Test this new theory regarding capacity-building strategies for landscape-scale
collaboration, (e.g., compare the utility of various collaborative capacitybuilding strategies based on this theory to determine which are most effective)
 Develop additional substantive theories based on the same three research
questions addressed in this study, but in different contexts, to work toward
cross-cutting ―formal‖ theory
 Conduct further analyses using data from this study (e.g., variations in the way
that landscape-scale collaborative processes address each of the seven
challenges identified through this study how to effectively play certain roles in a
landscape-scale collaborative process, such as ―representative‖)
 Extract and share ―how-to‖ advice and ―keys to success‖
 Look in more depth at how others have pursued collaborative capacity building
in each of the four ―macro‖ spheres identified in this study: the level of the
individual stakeholder, the constituent group, the collaborative stakeholder
group, and the sponsoring agency or organization.
 Choose one particular collaborative capacity from any one of those four macro
spheres, and investigate effective strategies for cultivating that particular
capacity (e.g., at the individual level, trust-building strategies)
 How to define ―landscape‖ boundaries that best matches the scale of the
ecological systems collaborators are trying to restore
 Strategies to manage shared ecosystem services (Lopez-Hoffman, 2010)
Figure 49. Recommended research on landscape-scale collaboration.
The data obtained from this study are rich and nuanced. This data can support a
number of further analyses as a fourth category of follow-up research. While this study
sought to identify unique characteristics common to all (or most) landscape-scale
collaborative processes in the forest resource management arena, a follow-on analysis
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looking at variations would be of both theoretical and practical value. For example, half a
dozen discrete studies could be undertaken to look at variations in the way that
landscape-scale collaborative processes address each of the seven challenges identified
through this study. Two additional examples of analyses that might be undertaken based
on this data include: 1) the question of whether there are important differences in the way
in which various stakeholders talk about conflict in this arena, and whether these
differences in narratives impede the development of trust between them; and 2) possible
implications of this study for agencies beyond USFS. This category of follow-up research
could produce not just scholarly articles, but a pragmatic ―menu of options‖ for practical
use by both newly-forming landscape-scale collaborative processes and existing ones
who are having difficulty mastering a particular challenge.
Study respondents volunteered an abundance of practical ―how-to‖ advice and
―keys to success,‖ which could be extracted and shared. The data collected in this study
could also support further analyses looking at how to effectively play certain roles in a
landscape-scale collaborative process. The role of ―representative‖ is one such role—e.g.,
what does the person at the table need to do to effectively represent his or her
constituency? Conversely, what do that person‘s constituents need to do to support his or
her effectiveness at the table? One respondent in this study conveys the importance of
this relationship with the image of a wheel, with the representatives at the table serving as
the hub of the wheel and their constituents as the rim; the spokes represent the strong
connection between them that is essential for the success of the whole.
It would also be helpful to further illuminate the role of the ―leader‖ of a
landscape-scale collaborative process. One respondent in this study made the point that
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leaders of this type of process should be able to delegate effectively and to motivate a
team; in the words of Interviewee #6, “The more people you have involved, the more
imperative it is that you know how to delegate and empower other people to get things
done, „cause the bigger the thing is that you‟ve taken on, the less possible it is for one
person to do it all.” It might be helpful to explore whether this style of leadership is the
ideal in all such collaborative processes, or whether there are actually more viable
leadership styles to draw upon. If the former is true, then it would undoubtedly be
valuable to explore how aspiring leaders can hone these particular skills.
A fifth category of very helpful follow-up research would be a set of studies
looking in more depth at how others have pursued collaborative capacity building in each
of the four ―macro‖ spheres identified in this study: the level of the individual
stakeholder, the constituent group, the collaborative stakeholder group, and the
sponsoring agency or organization. More is known about this in the individual sphere
than either of the other two spheres. However, there is a pressing need for deeper
understanding of effective collaborative capacity building approaches in all four spheres.
A sixth category of follow-up research could take the form of a tighter focus,
choosing one particular collaborative capacity from any one of those four macro spheres,
and then investigating effective strategies for cultivating that particular capacity. An
example in the ―individual‖ sphere might be ways of building trust; the work of Stern and
Coleman (2014) offers an excellent foundation for such research. Another possible
research topic in the ―individual sphere‖ might focus on ways of acquiring threshold
levels of knowledge in topics central to success (e.g., how the Forest Service works,
ecology of a particular landscape, salient aspects of co-collaborators‘ cultural identities,
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etc.). An example in the ―constituent group‖ sphere might be the forms and amount of
support that a constituent group should plan on providing its representative at the table to
maximize the representative‘s effectiveness. Examples in the ―collaborative stakeholder
group‖ sphere might be ways of structuring the necessary scientific support and adaptive
management decision-making to navigate the high levels of uncertainty associated with
landscape-scale collaboration. An example from the ―sponsoring entity‖ sphere might be
how to align institutional procedures to support personnel in their collaborative efforts—
or maybe even more specifically, ways of adjusting agency budgeting procedures to
support the use of collaboration.
A seventh category of possible follow-on research is suggested by Levin (1992),
who points out the profound importance of the subjective decision about what scale an
ecologist will study (p. 1943). He notes that choice of scale affects patterns one will
observe; in turn, different patterns have different causes and consequences. Levin
suggests that it is important to deepen our understanding of: a) mechanisms driving
observed patterns; and b) the way in which patterns change, depending on the scale
selected. He recommends that such studies be used to formulate principles related to
aggregation, simplification, and scaling. The present study underscores the importance of
this line of research to enable landscape-scale collaborators to define ―landscape‖
boundaries for their joint work that best matches the scale of the ecological systems they
are trying to restore.
Of all the variables that collaborators factor into boundary-setting, this one seems
to be the most fundamental building block to set such an effort up for success. Levin
(2012) discusses the evolutionary significance of the subjectivity with which a biological
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organism perceives its environment, noting that biological adaptations can modify this
perception and thus, the patterns it observes in its environment. Levin‘s observation has
direct applicability to human organisms as well, and underscores the importance to
human sustainability endeavors (such as ―landscape-scale collaboration on forest
resource management‖) that we select the appropriate scale for our ecologically-based
restoration efforts.
Relatedly, Lopez-Hoffman (2010) identifies a critical need for strategies to
manage shared ecosystem services, pointing to an eighth possible category of related
research. The PI hopes that the present study contributes to meeting the need identified
by Lopez-Hoffman. However, as scholars undertake the above-referenced studies
recommended by Levin (2012) and this author, it would be helpful if such studies could
address the implications of their findings for human efforts to collaborate on managing
shared ecosystem services (such as the forest resource products and amenities associated
with the present study).
Collaborative problem-solving has gained widespread acceptance in the public sector of
the U.S., used in addressing complex public policy challenges in which many people and
organizations have strong stakes. It offers a fecund environment for research, given the
amount of ongoing activity of this sort. What is particularly exciting about research in
this area is the high potential for seeing one‘s findings immediately applied in the field.
Because of the nature of collaborative problem solving, in which a diverse array of
stakeholders contribute their collective insights to chart a mutually-acceptable path
toward addressing shared goals, there is reason for the scholar to hope that his or her

312
research will increase the likelihood that collaborators are effective in their search for the
best possible ways of addressing the pressing public policy challenges of our time.
Curriculum Implications
This dissertation offers numerous opportunities to enhance curriculum offerings
for graduate level academic programs as well as for practical skill-building programs for
for natural resource management professionals. The latter are discussed in the ―Policy
Implications‖ section, although the following discussion may also be relevant. Here, the
focus is on academic implications.
Three alternative paths for integrating the content of this dissertation into the
curriculum of graduate schools are immediately apparent. They are discussed below in
order of scope, beginning with the most modest undertaking and progressing toward the
more ambitious. The first option is to integrate portions of this material into existing
courses. The second is to design a course specifically focusing on landscape-scale
collaboration. The third is to design a series of courses, all focusing on landscape-scale
collaboration, which would collectively lead to competency in that particular application
of collaboration, conflict prevention, and conflict resolution. Each is discussed in further
detail below.
This dissertation has a broad scope, and thus its content is pertinent to a number
of courses that may already be part of a graduate program in conflict analysis and
resolution. Examples include courses in environmental dispute resolution, public policy
decision-making, and organizational development. One or more class sessions in any one
of these courses could be devoted to landscape-scale collaboration, which can be seen as
an advanced form of environmental and/or public policy dispute resolution. A session
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devoted to the organizational capacity-building aspects of this dissertation would enrich
an existing course on the theory of organizational development and change. A reasonable
teaching objective for a single class session drawing from this dissertation would be
developing awareness of the phenomenon of landscape-scale collaboration and how it
relates to the focus of the course; it should be thought of as a ―taste‖ of the subject.
Possible teaching objectives associated with the second option, designing a course
specifically focused on landscape-scale collaboration, might go beyond ―awareness‖ to
―establishing basic level of knowledge and skills necessary to participate in landscapescale collaboration.‖ This assumes that the course would be taught over the equivalent of
an academic semester and would include a mix of presentation, reading and assignments
to be completed between class sessions, and in-class exercises and reflective discussions.
However, as noted in the body of this dissertation, landscape-scale collaboration should
be thought of as an advanced form of collaboration, conflict prevention, and conflict
resolution. Therefore, course participants should have completed prerequisites such as
public policy decision-making and an introductory course in conflict resolution in the
environmental and/or natural resource management arena. Relatedly, on course cannot be
expected to confer ―competency‖ in this advanced form of practice; ―readiness to begin
participating in a landscape-scale collaborative process‖ might be a reasonable
proficiency goal.
The third option -- to design a series of courses, all focusing on varying and
complementary aspects of landscape-scale collaboration – might be most viable in a
graduate program that offered a track focusing specifically on conflict resolution in the
environmental and/or natural resource management arenas. Examples of a possible
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package of courses could include: 1) an introductory course; 2) a skill-building course
focused on the nine individual-level collaborative capacities identified in this dissertation;
3) a course focused on the organizational development implications of this dissertation
(e.g., how to foster the collaborative capacities needed by the constituent group, the
collaborative stakeholder group, and the sponsoring entity); and 4) a practicum. This
option is one in which alumni might expect to earn a certificate in landscape-scale
collaboration, and to emerge with a sense of ―proficiency‖ in this application. However,
the practicum would be essential, given the importance of learning through experience
when it comes to landscape-scale collaboration.
Conclusion
Through this qualitative research project, the PI has sought to deepen
understanding of landscape-scale collaboration on public lands. The proposed study
addressed three research questions: 1) What is unique about collaborating at the
landscape scale—i.e., compared to collaborating on natural resource management at
larger and smaller scales? 2) Based on the answer to Question 1, how can an organization
that seeks to employ landscape-scale collaboration as one strategy for implementing its
mission support the success of its personnel in collaborating on this scale? (3) What is the
relationship between landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution? The
work was done from an interpretivist point of view, using constructivist grounded theory
research methods. The researcher conducted thirteen interviews and nine focus groups,
collecting data from a total of 38 participants in the USDA/FS CFLR Program.
The grounded theory constructed through this study suggests that collaborating on
the landscape scale on forest resource management affords remarkable opportunities for
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efficient use of resources to achieve ecological, social, and economic restoration. It can
engage the whole person, affording opportunities for transformative experiences.
Landscape-scale collaborative processes can offer effective forums for conflict
prevention, joint problem-solving, and conflict resolution. Its unique characteristics
include: 1) a high degree of scientific uncertainty; 2) the opportunity to work at a scale
appropriate to the ecological systems collaborators are trying to restore; 3) a unique,
counter-intuitive link between investing in relationships and maximizing efficient
progress; 4) affording a ―sweet spot‖ in terms of participant knowledge, commitment,
political assistance, and efficiencies of scale; and 5) the use of self-governance
mechanisms.
This grounded theory suggests nine unique challenges that collaborators must
master in order to achieve the full potential of landscape-scale collaboration, and four
spheres in which particular collaborative capacities are needed to enable mastery of these
challenges. It suggests eight conclusions regarding the implications of the unique
characteristics of landscape-scale collaboration for collaborative capacity-building
strategies.
Finally, this grounded theory suggests that there are several ways in which
landscape-scale collaboration, conflict, and conflict resolution relate to one another.
Conflict is often a catalyst for these collaborative processes, with stakeholders seeing the
collaborative forum as a venue in which to negotiate a mutually-acceptable way of
resolving the conflict. In many cases, it is the shared pain of conflict that keeps them at
the table as well. However, the frequency with which conflict serves as the catalyst for
collaboration is decreasing due to the allure of collaboration on its own merits as
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stakeholders see the tangible results that have been achieved in this way. In some cases, it
is a sense of opportunity that brings collaborators together, and not conflict at all. The
theory identifies ten sources of conflict seen in landscape-scale collaboration and four
types of conflict resolution strategies that may contribute to the success of such efforts.
Constructivist scholars work from ―as close to the inside of the experience [that
we are studying] as we can get,‖ according to Charmaz (2006, p. 130). This enables them
to have the knowledge and insight to notice salient similarities and differences in study
participants‘ comments. In this case, the PI was very close to the experience studied
because she had served as the facilitator of the Federal Advisory Committee that
launched the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program and has worked with
the Forest Service on formulating and pursuing an agency-wide approach for
collaborative capacity-building for three years.
At the same time, because the researcher seeks to immerse herself or himself in
the experience studied, it is important that the scholar be reflective about how his or her
subjective reality informs the theory development process. Among the beliefs that the PI
brought into this study were the perception that the Forest Service leadership sincerely
wants to foster agency-wide collaborative capacity. At the same time, it is the PI‘s
perception that agency personnel are stretched very thin and thus, are anxious about being
able to ―catch the ball,‖ no matter how much they might want to. Thus, the PI believes
that, to maximize the usefulness of this study, the resultant theory should be simple,
pragmatic, strategic, and thus, memorable. It should not be too abstract, lengthy, or
detailed. The PI seeks to make the rich information contained in this study easily

317
accessible to those who seek to apply it in the pursuit of ecological, social, and economic
restoration. (See ―Policy Implications‖ section.)
The PI also perceives that, despite what is sometimes referred to as a militaristic
organizational structure, the Forest Service values maximum discretion and autonomy for
its field units at the forest level. Agency leaders—at least in this era—seek to avoid
dictating to field personnel how to achieve targets. Thus, the PI brings to her theory
development process the hope that the resulting theory will be congruent with the
principle of enabling local units to determine how best to apply resources (including
theories) to their particular situations.
As a professional collaboration practitioner and facilitator, the PI is a
―collaboration aficionado,‖ although she shares the perspective espoused by many study
participant that collaboration is not appropriate for all situations. Because she ―lives and
breathes‖ collaboration, she had to make an extra effort to maintain the role of ―scholar,‖
consistently attend to study participants‘ comments as fresh data, and be as intentional as
possible about integrating their experience with her own in making meaning of what she
was hearing. (She, too, has tasted the chocolate!) Relatedly, in her practitioner work with
the Forest Service, the PI is grappling with certain questions about collaborative capacity
building; she found herself wanting to construct a theory from this study that would speak
to those particular practitioner questions with which she is grappling in her consulting
work. However, she intentionally set those questions aside to deal with in another way
and in another place, realizing that the value of the rich data emerging from this study lay
in a different direction.
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Because of her professional immersion in collaborative natural resource
management, the PI‘s enthusiasm for her chosen dissertation topic was enduring and her
investment in it self-sustaining. Her professional acquaintance with a number of the study
participants made it more feasible to collect the data for this study ―virtually‖ because she
could picture the individuals with whom she was communicating by telephone. She has
an abiding respect for her study participants and their collaborative achievements, and
each re-reading of focus group and interview transcripts brought enjoyment and a sense
of being privileged to be able to learn from and with these amazing individuals. Overall,
this scholar is hopeful that her intimate familiarity with phenomenon she studied and her
professional acquaintance with a number of the study participants strengthened the
resulting theory.
Because of the very large geographic reach of landscape-scale collaboration, this
increasingly popular approach for managing natural resources touches millions of people,
although most of them are probably unaware of it. Therefore, whether or not the
beneficiaries of landscape-scale collaboration are aware of it, increasing our
understanding of this process and our ability to use it effectively also will benefit
millions. In addition, since landscape-scale collaboration focuses on wise management of
the resources under the care of public land management agencies, the benefits derived
from doing it well can be expected to benefit vast numbers of people for generations to
come in the U.S. alone. Further, this study may well shed some light on collaborative
management of other large-scale natural resources, such as rangeland, watersheds, coastal
resources, and air quality. Finally, to the extent that this study deepens our understanding
of landscape-scale collaboration within the forest management context as it is understood
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in the U.S., it is the hope of the PI that others around the globe may find this to be a
valuable point of comparison for the efforts they may be pursuing in their own countries
and contexts.
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Glossary
Collaborate: to convene ―the appropriate people with the best available information to
address land-related issues that cut across multiple jurisdictions, sectors, and disciplines‖
(McKinney & Johnson, 2009, p. 8).
Constructivist: A form of grounded theory methodology that reflects the view that
scholars are a part of the world they are studying and the data they are gathering.
Proponents of this methodology believe that scholars ―construct‖ our realities, including
our theories (rather than ―discovering‖ theories and truths about the world). They believe
that our world views are influenced by our social interactions, including our research
activities. They also believe that both the past and the present are relevant in
understanding the world around us.
Epistemology: Our beliefs about how to determine if something is true (e.g.,
scientifically, spiritually, etc.).
Grounded theory: The only one of the five main forms of qualitative research whose
product is a theory, rather than a description—usually of a social process or human
behavior. The theory is developed inductively from qualitative data collected through
interviews with between twenty and sixty individuals who have direct experience with
the phenomenon. The researcher analyzes the data by coding it in several systematic
rounds, with each round growing more general and theoretical. Finally, the scholar
identifies the most salient codes (or elements of the phenomenon) and the relationship
between them.
Human security: ―the survival and dignity of human beings through freedom from fear
and freedom from want‖ (Khagram & Ali, 2006).
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Interpretivist: The view that human beings‘ study of one another is by definition
subjective. This view is based on relativism and rationalism. Relativism is the belief that
how we understand reality is shaped by what we experience in our individual lives and by
the culture in which we live. Rationalism is the belief that to fully understand the reality
in which we live, we have to go beyond observation and apply our cognitive faculties to
what we have observed. Interpretivism is one of the three most commonly-used research
frameworks in the social sciences, with the other two being positivism/post-positivism
and critical theory.
Landscape: At the outset of this study, defined based on the definition in the
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Act of 2009—i.e., a geographic area of at
least 50,000 acres (equivalent to an area 1.5 times as big as the City of San Francisco).
However, during the course of this study, the PI analyzed data on how study participants
define this term. Related findings can be found in the ―Results‖ chapter.
Large landscape collaboration: Generally understood to focus on forest restoration (as
distinct from place-based collaboration, which typically involves management for a
broader range of resources uses).
Local community-forest relations: ―… uses and values, and the levels and forms of
involvement in forest-planning and management processes…‖ (Wilson & Crawford,
2008).
Ontology: Our beliefs about the nature of reality.
Place-based collaboration: Typically involves management for multiple resource uses
in a particular locale (as distinct from large landscape collaboration, which is generally
understood to focus on forest restoration). Also distinct from policy-level collaboration,
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which seeks to develop guidance for handling particular types of situations across many
locales (e.g., the development of the 2012 Planning Rule).
Social imaginary: A ―dispersed collective expectation of how things work now, how
they are supposed to work and how to engage with others to make them work that way‖
(Anderson, 1983, as cited in Goldstein & Butler, p. 1015).
Study participant: Interviewees and members of focus groups conducted during this
dissertation research.
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Appendix A: Participant Questionnaire

1. Could you please give me your first and last names? _______________________
2. In what state do you live? ____________________________________________
3. What is your current occupation? ______________________________________
4. Have you played a role other than a stakeholder/participant in any collaborative
processes involving management of forest resources (e.g., facilitator,
sponsor/convener/funder, technical expert, etc.)? If so, could you please provide
the names of those collaborative processes and describe the roles you have played
in each?
a. i) Name of Collaborative Process: ___________________________________
ii) Role: _______________________________________________________
b. i) Name of Collaborative Process: ___________________________________
ii) Role: _______________________________________________________
c. i) Name of Collaborative Process: ___________________________________
ii) Role: _______________________________________________________
d. i) Name of Collaborative Process: ___________________________________
ii) Role: _______________________________________________________
e. i) Name of Collaborative Process: ___________________________________
ii) Role: _______________________________________________________
f. i) Name of Collaborative Process: ___________________________________
ii) Role: _______________________________________________________
5. At what geographic scales have you participated as a stakeholder in a
collaborative process related to management of forest resources? Please circle all
that apply, and indicate the names of those collaborative processes.
a. Landscape-scale: _______________________________________________
b. National scale: __________________________________________________
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c. State scale: _____________________________________________________

d. Regional scale (with region defined in any way other than by a landscape per
se): ___________________________________________________________

e. Project scale: ___________________________________________________

f. Other (please specify): ____________________________________________

337
Appendix B: Interview Questions

1. For purposes of this study, we are using the CFLRP definition of “landscapescale” (at least 50,000 acres). However, I am interested in hearing how you
define the term “landscape-scale” in your mind, when you hear the term,
“landscape-scale collaboration”? (Where time permitted, I elicited examples – i.e.,
in landscape-scale collaborative processes in which the interviewee has been
involved, were there certain elements that defined the landscape, such as a particular
mountain or water body?)
2. I understand that you have experience participating in collaborative processes
involving management of forest resources at the landscape-scale, as well as at
least one other scale. Could you please share your insights with me as to what is
unique about collaborating at the landscape scale compared to other geographic
scales with which you have experience?
Optional Follow-Up Questions:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.

Number of participants?
Degree of geographic dispersal of participants?
Degree of conflict?
Challenges encountered?
Potential rewards?
Role of sponsoring entity vs. by primary stakeholders vs. public at large
(e.g., which is the driver)?
Role of facilitation / size of facilitation team?
Communication methods?
The role that culture plays in the process?
Power dynamics?
Style of leadership that works best?
What it takes to initiate the process?
What it takes to sustain the process?
Timeline?
Type or quantity of resources needed to support the process?
Funding sources, mechanisms, or amounts?
Approach to evaluating progress?

3. In the landscape-scale collaborative processes with which you have been
involved, what role (if any) did “conflict” play in the initiative?
Optional Follow-Up Questions Pertinent to Question 3:
r. Was the initiative undertaken specifically to resolve a conflict?
s. Was conflict ever-present, came up from time-to-time, or a non-issue?
t. Were particular strategies used to try to channel conflict in a productive
direction?
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u. What factors contributed to constructive handling of conflict?
v. What factors got in the way?
4. To the extent that you have participated in more than one such landscape-scale
collaborative process involving management of forest resources, do you have any
observations about how the processes you’ve been involved with differed from
one another in the way they were structured? Any insights about the reasons for
these differences?
Optional Follow-Up Questions (same as for Question 2):
a. Number of participants?
b. Degree of geographic dispersal of participants?
c. Degree of conflict?
d. Challenges encountered?
e. Potential rewards?
f. Role of sponsoring entity vs. by primary stakeholders vs. public at large
(e.g., which is the driver)?
g. Role of facilitation / size of facilitation team?
h. Communication methods?
i. The role that culture plays in the process?
j. Power dynamics?
k. Style of leadership that works best?
l. What it takes to initiate the process?
m. What it takes to sustain the process?
n. Timeline?
o. Type or quantity of resources needed to support the process?
p. Funding sources, mechanisms, or amounts?
q. Approach to evaluating progress?
5. How did you learn how to participate in landscape-scale collaboration involving
management of forest resources (e.g., training, mentoring, reading, trial-anderror, etc.)?
Optional Follow-Up Questions for Question 5:
a. Would you recommend others use the same methods? Why or why not?
b. If not, what methods would you recommend?
6. Do you have any advice for organizations that want to participate in landscapescale collaboration involving management of forest resources regarding how to
develop the organizational capacity to do so effectively?
Optional Follow-Up Questions for Question 6:
a. Advice about skills personnel will need if they are going to:
i.
Participate in a landscape-scale collaborative process as a primary
stakeholder?
ii.
Chair a landscape-scale collaborative process?
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iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Sponsor or convene a landscape-scale collaborative process?
Plan and facilitate a landscape-scale collaborative process?
Fund, or help to fund, a landscape-scale collaborative process?
Serve as a technical expert supporting a landscape-scale collaborative
process?
Advice about handling conflict related to the initiative?
Advice related to preparing the organization‘s leadership for this experience?
Advice about the resources the organization needs to assemble?
Advice about how to cultivate an organizational culture that supports the use
of this approach?
Advice about institutional procedures, including incentives, that could help
the organization be successful with the use of this approach?
Advice about arrangements the organization could put into place to ensure it
will be able to learn from the experience of participating in such a process?
Advice about the use of electronic communication technology in this context?
Advice about weathering personnel turn-over during the process?
Any other advice that comes to mind?
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Appendix C: Focus Group Questions
(Same as interview questions, but with no follow-up questions pre-identified, due to the
expectation that I would not have time ask follow-up questions, since there would be
more people needing air time.)
1. For purposes of this study, we are using the CFLRP definition of ―landscapescale‖ (at least 50,000 acres). However, I wonder if you would share with me how
you define the specific ―landscape‖ that you are working together to restore…?
a. What defines the boundaries of the landscape on which your project
focuses?

2. I understand that you all have experience participating in collaborative processes
involving management of forest resources at the landscape-scale, as well as at
least one other scale. Could you please share your insights with me as to what is
unique about collaborating at the landscape scale compared to other geographic
scales with which you have experience?

3. Do you see landscape-scale collaboration as having any relationship to conflict
resolution?
a. Was there an existing conflict that played a role in this project being
initiated?
b. What can you tell me about how your collaborative group handles
conflict?

4. To the extent that you have participated in more than one such landscape-scale
collaborative process involving management of forest resources, do you have any
observations about how the processes you‘ve been involved with differed from
one another in the way they were structured?
a. Any insights about the reasons for these differences?

5. How did you learn how to participate in landscape-scale collaboration involving
management of forest resources (e.g., training, mentoring, reading, trial-and-error,
etc.)?

6. Do you have any advice for organizations that want to participate in landscapescale collaboration involving management of forest resources regarding how to
develop the organizational capacity to do so effectively?
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Appendix D: Introductory Email From USDA/FS to Study Participants

Greetings -- I would like to give you a heads-up that a doctoral student from Nova
Southeastern University will be contacting you to ask if you would be willing to
participate in either a telephone interview or focus group (via conference call) for
a study focusing on landscape-scale collaboration. The student, Marci DuPraw,
is also an experienced facilitator whose name you may recognize as the
facilitator of the CFLRP Advisory Committee. For her dissertation, Marci is
seeking to answer two questions:
1. What are the unique characteristics of collaborating at the landscape
scale; and
2. What are the implications of the answer to (a) for the collaborative
capacity building strategies of organizations seeking to employ this type of
collaboration for forest resource management?
The Forest Service is eager to learn from this study. However, please know that
there is no pressure for you to participate, and there will be no negative
consequences if you choose not to do so.
Please watch your email for further information about this study coming direct
from Marci. In the meantime, if you have any questions, feel free to contact Marci
at 571-251-2721 or marcidupraw@gmail.com.
Best Regards,
Lauren Marshall
National CFLRP Coordinator
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Appendix E: Invitation Letter for Interviewees
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Appendix F: Consent Form for Interviewees
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Appendix G: Confidentiality Agreement
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Appendix H: Confidentiality Agreement for USDA/FS Liaison to Transcriptionist
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Appendix I: Confidentiality Agreement for Transcriptionist
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Appendix J: Invitation Letter for Focus Group
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Appendix K: Consent Form for Focus Group Participants
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Appendix L: Sample Table of Codes
(For all interviews pertaining to Research Question 1.A. – the meaning of
“Landscape Scale”)
Legend: theoretical codes / major differences from focus group data / no entries here vs focus groups

#

I.

A.
B.
C.
II.
III.

IV.
A.
B.
C.

Axial Code

Hydrogeography +
landform +
ecosystem
Hydrogeography
Landform
Ecosystem
Jurisdiction
Wildland /
Urban
Interface
Size
Minimum
size
Size
generally
Planning
area larger
vs.

# of (1)
Interviews
12 X

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

8 X

X

X

X

X

X

X

4
8 X
3
1

X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X

9 X
4 X
7 X
1

X
X

X

X

X

X
X
X

(10) (11) (12) (13)

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X

implementation
D.
Size is
variable
V.
Existing
Social
Capital
A.
Previous
Initiative
1.
Administrativ
e
2.
Collaboratio
n
B.
Agreement
on area
needing
restoration
VI. Context /
Multiple
Variables
VII. Holistic
Vision
VIII. Managemen
t Goal
IX.
Social
Factors

3 X

X

X

0

0
0
0
0

9 X

X

5 X

X

3
5

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Appendix M: Sample Inventory of Codes
(For all interviews pertaining to Research Question 1.A. – the meaning
of “Landscape Scale”)
Defining landscape boundaries by:
I.

Hydrogeography + landform + ecosystem (12 interviewees – names redacted)
A. Hydrogeography (8 interviewees – names redacted)
B.

Landform (4 interviewees – names redacted)

C.

Ecosystem (8 interviewees – names redacted)

II.

Jurisdiction (3 interviewees – names redacted)

III.

WUI (1 interviewee – name redacted)

IV.

Size (9 interviewees -- names redacted)
A. Minimum size (4 interviewees – names redacted)
B.

Size generally (7 interviewees – names redacted)

C.

Planning area larger than implementation area (1 interviewee – name redacted)

D. Size is variable (3 interviewees – names redacted)
V.

Existing Social Capital -- 0
A. Previous initiative
1.

Administrative

2.

Collaboration

B.

Agreement on area needing restoration

VI.

Context / Multiple Variables (10 interviewees – names redacted)

VII.

Holistic vision (5 interviewees – names redacted)

VIII.

Management Goal (3 interviewees – names redacted)

IX.

Social Factors (5 interviewees – names redacted)
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X.

Contiguous (1 interviewee – name redacted)

XI.

Bureaucratically (1 interviewee – name redacted)

XII.

Other points:
A. Landscape is internally diverse (4 interviewees – names redacted)
B.

We’re a part of the land (1 interviewee -- name redacted)

C.

Definition has generally changed over time (1 interviewee – name redacted)

D. Looking across time (1 interviewee – name redacted)
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Appendix N: Sample Combined Inventory of Codes from All 22 Transcripts
(For all interviews pertaining to Research Question 1.A. – the meaning
of “Landscape Scale”)
Defining landscape boundaries by:
XIII.

Hydrogeography + landform + ecosystem


(8 projects -- Clearwater, Tapash, Dinkey, SW Jemez, SW Crown, CO Front Range, Deschutes,
and Uncompahgre)



(12 interviewees – names redacted)
A. Hydrogeography


(5 projects – Clearwater, Tapash, Dinkey, SW Jemez, and SW Crown)
1.

B.

C.

XIV.

XV.

Transportation corridor (1 project - Uncompahgre)

 (8 interviewees – names redacted)
Landform


(5 projects – Clearwater, Tapash, CO Front Range, Deschutes, and
Uncompahgre)



(4 interviewees – names redacted)

Ecosystem


(4 projects – 4FRI, CO Front Range, Deschutes, and Uncompahgre )



(8 interviewees – names redacted)

Jurisdiction


(7 projects – 4 FRI, Clearwater, Tapash, SW Jemez, CO Front Range, SW Crown, and
Deschutes)



(3 interviewees – names redacted)



(2 projects – Dinkey & Deschutes)

WUI

A. City reference point (1 project - Deschutes)


(1 interviewee – name redacted)
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XVI.

Size


(5 projects – 4 FRI, Clearwater, Dinkey, Tapash, Deschutes)



(9 interviewees -- names redacted)
A. Minimimum size

B.



(2 projects – Tapash and Deschutes)



(4 interviewees – names redacted)

Size generally



C.

(0 projects)

(7 interviewees – names redacted)

Planning area larger than implementation area


(0 projects)



(1 interviewee – name redacted)

D. Size is variable

XVII.



(0 projects)



(3 interviewees – names redacted)

Existing Social Capital
C.

Previous initiative


(3 projects – Uncompahgre, Dinkey, and SW Crown)



(0 interviewees)
3.

2 administrative (Uncompahgre and Dinkey)

4.

1 collaboration (SW Crown)

D. Agreement on area needing restoration

XVIII.



(2 projects – both also represented among the 3 projects reporting boundaries
changing over time based on expanding this agreement – CO and Deschutes)



(0 interviewees)

Context / Multiple Variables


(2 projects – Uncompaghre and Deschutes)



(10 interviewees – names redacted)
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XIX.

XX.

Holistic vision


(1 project -- Tapash)



(5 interviewees – names redacted)

Other points:
E.

Boundaries change for a given landscape over time (4 projects – Uncompaghre, Dinkey, CO
Front Range, and Deschutes)
1.

F.

3 – expanding agreement on area needing restoration (Dinkey, CO Front Range, and
Deschutes)

Definitional power 4 (4FRI, CO, Deschutes, SW Crown)
1.

1 unilateral (4 FRI)

2.

3 agreement / lots of discussion (CO Front Range, Deschutes, SW Crown)

G. Map (2 projects – 4FRI and Clearwater)
H. Landscape is internally diverse (4 interviewees – names redacted)
I.

We’re a part of the land (1 interviewee -- name redacted)

J.

Definition has generally changed over time (1 interviewee – name redacted)

K.

Looking across time (1 interviewee – name redacted)

371
Appendix O: Sample Combined Table of Codes from All 22 Transcripts
(Pertaining to Research Question 1.A. – the meaning of “Landscape Scale”)
Legend: Yellow: theoretical codes.

#
I.

Axial Code

Hydrogeography + landform +
ecosystem
A.
Hydrogeography
1.
Transportation corridor
B.
Landform
C.
Ecosystem
II.
Jurisdiction
III. Wildland / Urban Interface
A.
City reference point
IV. Size
A.
Minimum size
B.
Size generally
C.
Planning area larger vs.
implementation
D.
Size is variable
VI. Existing Social Capital
A.
Previous Initiative
1.
Administrative
2.
Collaboration
B.
Agreement on area needing
restoration
VII. Context / Multiple Variables
VIII. Holistic Vision
IX. Other Points
A.
Boundaries change for a given
landscape over time
1. Based on expanding agreement
on area needing restoration
B.
Definitional Power
1. Unilateral
2. Agreement / lots of discussion
C.
Maps
D.
Landscape is internally diverse
E.
We’re a part of the land
F.
Definition has generally changed over
time
G.
Looking across time

# of
Projects

# of
Interviewees
9
12

Total #
21

5
1
5
4
7
2
1
5
2
0
0

8
0
4
8
3
1
0
9
4
7
1

13
1
9
12
10
3
1
14
6
7
1

0
5
3
2
1
2

3
0
0
0
0
0

3
5
3
2
1
2

2
1

9
5

11
6

4

0

4

3

0

3

4
1
3
2
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
4
1
1

4
1
3
2
4
1
1

0

1

1
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Appendix P: Sample Memos Associated with Axial Codes from All Transcripts
MEMOS: “DEFINING LANDSCAPE”
12/30/13

FROM INTERVIEWS
INTERVIEWEE #5
M1:
 MEMO: Problem with watershed as reference point (watershed is hilltop-tohilltop; landscape may be a forest type or a mixture of things). (12/7/13)
 MEMO: Constant comparison – “problem with watershed as reference point”
emerged late in focused coding. Went back and found more examples such as
this one. (12/7/13)
 MEMO: The further I get in my analysis, the more time-consuming constant
comparison get, as I have to go back and comb through more data that I’ve
already coded. (12/7/13)
 MEMO: Realized I should be dating my memos (12/7/13)
M1:
 MEMO: Constant comparison – “Landscapes are internally diverse” emerged
late in focused coding. Went back and found more examples such as this one.
(12/7/13)
INTERVIEWEE #8
M2:
 MEMO: This use of minimum size doesn’t imply that it’s an inherent
characteristic of “landscape,” though. (12/7/13)
M10:
 Come back to this transcript and comment balloon when you are analyzing
“strategies” data to pick up related comment here.
M16:
 MEMO: Should “Planning area is larger than implementation area” be
subsumed by “Defined by context”)? Maybe. For now, keeping separate.
 MEMO: As I go back (12/7) to ensure my axial codes preserve in vivo
language to extent possible, I notice addition axial codes that are appropriate
that I missed the 1st time round
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M18:
 MEMO: This comment implies that in some landscapes, the boundaries are
defined by jurisdiction and in others (larger ones?) by hydogeography
(watershed). Also that in those (larger ones) defined by watershed, they may be
associated with mixed ownership (e.g., a mix of public and private landowners),
while others (smaller ones?) may be single landowner / defined by jurisdiction.
INTERVIEWEE #7
M1:
 MEMO: Problem with minimum size. 50,000 acre minimum is arbitrary &
doesn’t fit for all ecosystems (12/7/13)
M2:
 MEMO: Are the focused codes of “defined by multiple attributes” and
“defined by context” redundant? Not sure yet. “Context” sounds like just 1
variable, but implies multiple attributes. Will probably collapse “defined by
multiple attributes” into “defined by context” ultimately, but for now will
keep separate. (12/7/13)
M4:
 MEMO: Should “Defined by the local people’s subsistence needs” be
subsumed under “Defined by community use”? Probably so, but for now will
keep separate (12/7/13)
M5:
 MEMO: Come back to this transcript and comment balloon when you are
analyzing “unique” data to pick up related comment here.
M6:
 MEMO: Should “community uses” and “subsistence” be subsumed under
“social factors”? Probably so, but for now will keep separate. (12/7/13)
INTERVIEWEE #1
M2:
 MEMO: Problem with watershed as reference point (watershed size is too
variable to be useful). (12/7/13)
 MEMO: Debated whether to use “Memo” or Axial Code” to note the above
problem with watershed as a reference point. Here, it could be a code, as the
interviewee explicitly pointed out the problem. In another interview, it was
more the analyst’s observation. Decided to do it via memo in both cases.
(12/7/13)
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M4:
 MEMO: Pertains to what is unique about landscape scale collaboration –
broad view affords opportunities (choice, flexibility) for collaboration.
(12/7/13)
INTERVIEWEE #6 – No memos
INTERVIEWEE #3
M:
 MEMO: constant comparison - Landscape may have a minimum size is a
newly-recognized axial code. Need to go back over half dozen FACA
interviews to look for it. Oh no, just realized I have to do the same for the
CFLR focus groups – for this code and a few others! (12/7/13)
INTERVIEWEE #2 – No memos
INTERVIEWEE #10
M2:
 MEMO: Numerous axial codes may fall under “Defined by management goal”
(e.g., perhaps “desire for ecological impact”; “community use”; “subsistence
needs,” etc.)
INTERVIEWEE #9
M6:
 MEMO: Note that interviewee describes riparian vegetation as an example of
a physically bounded landscape (presumably bounded by the watercourse it
borders). If that is so, would all hydrogeographically defined landscapes (e.g.,
watershed based) be a subset of “terrain-defined” (or landform-defined)
landscapes? “Hydrogeography” and “watersheds” may be subsets of
“landform” (or is it the reverse, or maybe just integrate these terms).
(12/7/13)
INTERVIEWEE #4 – No memos
INTERVIEWEE #13
M2:
 MEMO: Come back to this transcript & comment balloon for a definition of
collaboration (12/7/13)
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INTERVIEWEE #11
M2:
 MEMO: Definition of collaboration (12/7/13)
M6:
 MEMO: (Not related to this particular transcript, but don’t want to forget the
point.) Constant comparison (had to go back and remove “habitat” from
Axial Code: “Depends on context (habitat management goals)” to encompass
range of management goals. Also, to insert “internally” into Axial Code:
“Landscapes are diverse” to distinguish from point about diversity between
landscapes of the various geographic regions of the US. However, the latter
didn’t end up in an Axial Code after all, but rather, as a form of “Defined by
Context.” (12/7/13)
INTERVIEWEE #12
M1:
 MEMO: Is there a difference between land “ownership,” land “tenure,”
“different governmental bodies,” and “jurisdiction”? Lump them? If not, see
previous interviewee for another “land ownership” that would need recoding. I think I coded it as “defined by jurisdiction.” (12/7/13)
M2:
 MEMO: Note the above comment should be grouped with previous
interviewee’s comment about a landscape being “contiguous.” (12/7/13)
M3:
 MEMO: seems like this has come up before, but I don’t see an Axial Code for
it in the list. Go back and check? (12/7/13)
FROM FOCUS GROUPS:
DINKEY
WU3:
 MEMO: This group draws on multiple variables to define its landscape
boundaries
WU5:
 MEMO: Need to check Uncompahgre, where this axial code also used, to add
“previous,” remove “government,” and find out the reason for basing it that
previous study. Here, it was because of rich data. There?
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CLEARWATER
WU1:
 MEMO: Initially coded watersheds & rivers as an example of setting boundaries
by geographic landform; changed these 11/13/13 to example of hydrogeology)
WU7:
 MEMO: Defining boundaries based on multiple variables.
TAPASH
WU5:
 MEMO: … or vice versa? Is one consistently the driver of the other? Iterative?
4FRI – No memos
SW JEMEZ – No memos
CO FRONT RANGE – No memos
SW CROWN
WU1:
 MEMO: Most projects seem to set boundaries based on multiple variables
WU3:
 MEMO: Tendency to categorize (e.g., axial code) as result of constant
comparison. Having to backtrack to preserve audit trail of initial & focused
codes. Good thing I’m starting by coding short, easy section of each
transcript (definition) so I get the hang of it before I get into more complex
coding. Is constant comparison useful at the initial coding stage, or just when
you get to axial coding?
WU4:
 MEMO: SW Crown explicitly did not want to assume previously-designated
boundaries were appropriate. Can’t assume that other CFLR projects that drew
upon previous boundaries, did not engage in lots of discussion – may just not
have mentioned it. Also, see memo elsewhere noting that most seem to be
defining boundaries based on multiple variables; this seems to imply significant
explicit thought & discussion went into it.
DESCHUTES
WU1:
 MEMO: However, this person says that there is a size limit for landscapes that
are amenable to collaboration. Need to watch for other text related to this –
perhaps involving the challenge in wrapping one’s mind around very large
landscapes. May need to come back later to code this in that context.
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 MEMO: Hope it’s ok to code one passage in multiple ways. Alternatively, could
list all relevant codes in one comment box, but that would blur audit trail.WU2:
WU2:
 MEMO: Important point about benefits of landscape scale collaboration –
ability to apply lessons learned on manageable size landscape to larger
landscape with similar characteristics, but too large to collaborate on. Likely
come back to code this further later.
UNCOMPAHGRE
WU6:
 MEMO: Initial reference point was transportation corridor, but that was justified
because those corridors follow valley bottoms. Valley bottoms, in turn, were
justified as a boundary because the landforms starts to rise from there toward
the plateau, and biota changes with that rising elevation.
WU8:
 MEMO: As you go up in elevation, you pass through different land
management jurisdictions (which seem to correspond with changes in biota)
FROM INTERVIEW CODING & INTERVIEW “PATTERNS” – N/A
FROM FOCUS GROUP CODING
 Page 1 -- 1 AXIAL CODES: Is “defining the landscape” a category? Within that,
dimensions re: how a landscape is defined: Could each of these be a category of codes?
For example, one is physical attribute. (Within this, might be man-made – e.g.,
transportation corridor -- vs. natural – e.g., hydrogeography. The latter has subsets such
as watershed and central river – or maybe these are all ways of defining
hydrogeography). Another category is social attribute (e.g., previous initiative;
jurisdiction; ability to agree on need for restoration need). Both of the former fall into a
combined category of descriptive characteristics of the landscape. Another category is
who has the definitional power (power to decide where the boundaries are – one entity
vs. a agreement ). Another category is temporal qualities of landscape boundaries.
(Boundaries that change over time.) Only one mentioned a holistic view. All used
multiple attributes to define the landscape. How many of them referred to the temporal
piece? How many of them built on a previous initiative? (Social capital)

 Page 6 -- 1 MEMO (11/23/13): Constant effort to keep focused codes “in vivo” – honor
participant voice and language. In creating this table and companion “Patterns” table,
replaced “by map” with “with an actual map.” Replaced “group collaboration” with
“agreement.” Replaced “multiple variables” with “multiple attributes.” MEMO
(12/7/13): Replaced “holistic vision” with “looking across entire land.” Replaced
“Boundaries change for a given landscape” with “boundaries change” to distinguish it
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from “Definition generally changes over time,” which refers to societal change in
definition due to subsiding conflict over collaborating at landscape scale on forest
restoration. Then had to go change these terms in all transcripts already coded. MEMO
(12/8/13): Need to further revise “looking across entire land” to “… entire vista (land or
basin),” as well as add “for given landscape” to “boundaries change” to clarify
distinction.

 Page 7 -- 1 Reframed “Defining the landscape by lots of discussion” to “Definitional
power (lots of discussion)” as latter seems akin to “Definitional power (defining the
landscape by agreement).”

 Page 9 -- 1 MEMO (12/8/13): Clearly, this group explicitly rejected the notion of defining
boundaries based on previous initiative.

 Page 10 -- 1 Memo (11/22/13) – how to phrase the Focused Codes. Started out Def/size,
Def/landform, etc + anomalies (2-D map; who sets/unilateral). Found phrase that was
more transparent and could work for all: “Defining the landscape by…” ALSO: how
much detail to include in Focused Code (do I need to note WHAT KIND of landform?).
Decided not to for now – could go back to add that kind of detail and nuance after I map
patterns & relationships… turning to theory development.

FROM FOCUS GROUP “PATTERNS”
 Page 1 (1) -- Most prevalent focus group pattern: Defining landscape boundaries by
jurisdiction (7 projects); then size, hydrogeog, & landform (all had 5 projects).
 Page 16 (1) -- MEMO: Is “Defining landscape boundaries by agreement on area with
restoration need” synonymous with “definitional power (defining boundaries by
agreement)”? I don’t think so – or they are the same thing, but I want to point out 2
different things about this – the definitional power piece as well as the practical
methodological piece.
 Page 16 (2) -- CO Front Range WU3, 4, 6 and 7 should be triple-coded in Focused coding
– for “Defining landscape boundaries by agreement on area with restoration need” and
also “definitional power (by agreement ”) and also “Defining landscape boundaries by
changing boundaries.”
 Page 17 (1) -- Consider combining Focused codes for WUI & city ref pt (all Deschutes
anyway). Consider combining Focused codes for “def power/collab” with “lots
discussion” and “agreement on area of restoration need.”

